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Are exclusionary boundaries drawn by those who aren’t accepting of immigrants 
malleable? Do beliefs about inclusion on the part of those who tend to be more accepting 
toward immigrants have limits? To address these questions, I look at the major factors 
that I believe influence reactions to immigrants: national identity and trust, and values. 
This dissertation contributes to two important goals. The first is to help ensure that long-
term residents in communities accept people from diverse cultures and backgrounds. The 
second is softening the divisive power of the immigration issue to make it less of a staple 
in the arsenal of partisan and ideological warfare that currently plagues the American 
political landscape. Though attitudes about immigration are widely studied, often the 
boundaries of exclusion and ideas about inclusion are taken for granted. I argue that both 
exclusive and inclusive tendencies toward immigrants are complex and defy stereotypical 
categorization. Various aspects of this argument are tested using two survey experiments. 
In Chapter 2, I find that although trust and attitudes toward immigrants appear to be 
preset and difficult to manipulate in the minds of people who identify strongly with the 
American national identity, not all strong national identifiers are alike. It is only when 
strong national identity is coupled with low institutional trust that attitudes toward 
immigrants are significantly negatively affected. In Chapter 3, I find that “liking” fully 
  
mediates the relationship between values and behavioral intentions toward immigrants. 
The relevant values are self-transcendence and conservation. In everyday situations 
where different cultures come into contact with one another, inclusivity as pure, positive 
acceptance is a reaction experienced by very few. For the majority of people who are 
generally pro-diversity, norms violations and different sets of values create real conflicts. 
Overall, my dissertation shows that attitudes and reactions toward immigrants defy 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
 Imagine standing in front of a store and realizing your shirt is on fire. Instinctively 
you look around in panic, scanning your environment for answers and see a stranger 
holding a lighter in their hand, sneering. Now imagine it is a hot summer day and you 
decide to go swimming at a public pool. While swimming, you notice a group of people 
staring at you and animatedly talking. Shortly after, the pool manager comes over and 
asks you to leave the pool because you are not properly dressed. A few minutes later, the 
police arrive to escort you off the premises. Now you are at a park, having a picnic. You 
are approached by two people glaring at you menacingly. They look you in the eye and 
tell you to go back where you came from; you don’t belong here. These poignant 
anecdotes are an agglomeration of everyday incidents of behaviors that Muslim women 
in traditional dress have reported experiencing in the United States (Elmir 2016; Baldeck 
2018; Abdelaziz 2020). They are examples of boundaries drawn around who belongs in 
the community and actions taken to enforce those boundaries.  
 This project is positioned along the intersection where cultures collide in the 
United States. This is a large topic. I approach it from two points of focus that include 
both sides of the immigration debate: boundaries of exclusion on the part of those who 
aren’t accepting of immigrants, and beliefs about inclusion on the part of those who tend 
to be more accepting toward immigrants. Once immigrants cross over the physical border 
into the country, they are met in their new communities with citizens’ ideas about who 
belongs and who doesn’t. Citizens draw boundaries around who they feel deserves 
membership in their social group and these boundaries serve as the second set of borders 




borders contributes to two important goals. The first is to help ensure that long term 
residents in communities accept the right of people from diverse cultures and 
backgrounds to live among them. The second is softening some of the divisive power of 
the immigration issue so that it is less of a staple in the arsenal of partisan and ideological 
warfare that currently plagues the American political landscape.  
1.1 THE ARGUMENT 
Contemporary scholarship increasingly supports the argument that the main 
cleavage in the United States is the widening divide between partisan orientations 
(Iyengar & Westwood 2015; Brandt et al. 2014; Crawford & Pilanski 2014; Sullivan, 
Piereson, & Marcus 1982) and political ideologies (Mason 2018). Viewing Republicans 
and Democrats and liberals and conservatives as standing on opposite sides of 
contentious political issues is not only counterproductive but also dangerous, as the 
capitol riots that occurred while Congress was confirming President Joe Biden’s electoral 
college victory in January of 2021 demonstrate (Tan, et al. 2021). Lilliana Mason (2018) 
argues for a distinction between issue-based and identity-based elements of political 
ideology and finds that polarization and social distancing between liberals and 
conservatives occurs regardless of whether there is real disagreement about the issues 
because for many people, political ideology is a social rather than issue-based 
association. I argue that despite this, providing a deeper understanding about motivations 
for issue stances on both sides of the immigration divide can improve understanding 
between the polarized political identities because often the issue stances are used as 




The first part of this dissertation tests how strong boundaries of exclusion are in 
order to provide guidance for reducing negativity toward immigrants. Exclusion and 
boundary drawing are understood through the lens of national identity and the impact of 
institutional trust. National identity is at the forefront when it comes to thinking about the 
acceptance of immigrants because it remains a primary distinguishing characteristic 
between people who come from different geographical areas of the world. American 
national identity has developed over a historical path that has favored the ingroup 
characteristics of Anglo-Saxon Protestants (Citrin & Sears 2014). Ideals of the true 
American prototype have therefore centered on this identity. People who strongly identify 
with the American national identity hold this ideal most closely and use it to determine 
where boundaries ought to be drawn around group membership (Theiss-Morse 2009). I 
look at whether the power of institutional trust can be leveraged to get strong national 
identifiers to be more inclusive. Exclusion is related to inclusion because social groups 
are composed of both members (inclusion) and boundaries (exclusion) (Brewer 2003). 
After the focus on national identity as a group identity to understand and try to 
manipulate boundaries of community membership, values become the focus at the 
individual level and serve as the starting point from which to critically understand and try 
to manipulate the limits of inclusion.  
Focusing on the limits of inclusion helps to construct a potential bridge between 
partisan and ideological divides because I argue that people on different sides of the 
immigration question have common mechanisms driving them to be either inclusive or 
exclusive and these common mechanisms can be used to promote understanding of 




Kunovich 2009; Fussel 2014) and Republicans and conservatives tend to be more 
exclusionary toward immigrants (Pettigrew, Thomas, Ulrich Wagner, & Christ 2007; 
Citrin et al. 2009).1 When taken as a starting point rather than a conclusion, these findings 
raise immediate questions. For example, what drives the Republican and conservative 
tendency toward exclusion? Is it racial and ethnic prejudice as heated exchanges on 
Twitter often insinuate or is something else going on?  
A growing body of work suggests that both sides of the ideological spectrum 
exhibit intolerance in the face of conflicting ideals about what is right and what is wrong 
(Brandt et al. 2014; Morgan et al. 2010). My dissertation contributes to this literature by 
testing the argument in everyday interactions with immigrants. The findings suggest that 
the tendency to exclude immigrants is often driven by a real need to protect tradition and 
social norms. When norms are violated in public spaces in dress or behavior, they are 
interpreted as direct threats to social stability and in these situations, anxiety greatly 
affects individuals’ interpretation of events and estimations of those at the heart of them. 
This finding does not excuse ill treatment of immigrants and, to be sure, there are those 
who are simply prejudiced, but it does allow a nuanced explanation that uncovers new 
pathways from which to diminish right-left misunderstanding and outright contention 
between the two sides of the issue. It is easy for more inclusive people to close their 
minds toward those perceived to be prejudiced and backward, dismissing them as callous 
                                               
1 The data in Chapter 3 show that liberalism is correlated with orienting toward self-transcendence values 
and conservatism is correlated with orienting toward conservation values. Additionally, the mean score for 
liberals on the self-transcendence index was significantly higher than the mean self-transcendence index 
score for conservatives. In contrast, the mean score for conservatives on the conservation index was 
significantly higher than the mean conservation score for liberals on the conservation values index. I 
therefore discuss conservation orienters as conservative and self-transcendence orienters as being liberal 




and ignorant. It is less easy to engage in this dismissal if it is widely understood that a 
good number of people who struggle with accepting difference are reacting with 
exclusionary attitudes and behaviors because their sense of security is under fire.  
At the other side of the equation, are Democrats and liberals really so open or are 
there limits to inclusion? In not taking openness as a blanket idea that somehow gets 
people moral points for being more progressive and accepting than their “close minded” 
counterparts, we can open the door for a deeper understanding of the mechanisms at play 
that lead to both inclusive and exclusive forces in the social arena. Gaining a deeper 
knowledge of where the boundaries of inclusion lie can help us to understand how 
opposing viewpoints may arise from more similar processes than we often assume. For 
example, in Chapter 3, only the top 10% of more open individuals did not experience 
some cognitive difficulty in overcoming negativity toward an immigrant when a public 
display of a normative violation was described and values dissonance was made salient. 
This finding helps to paint a more delicate picture of what inclusivity really means. In 
everyday situations where different cultures come into contact with one another, 
inclusivity as pure, positive acceptance is a reaction experienced by very few. For the 
majority of people who are generally pro-diversity, norms violations and different sets of 
values create real conflicts. This means that inclusivity, like exclusivity, is often 
accompanied with a level of internal struggle. The overarching purpose of this work is to 
untangle reactions on both sides, so that a greater understanding can be reached about the 
roots of feelings on different sides of this important issue and how those roots translate 





1.2 DISSERTATION OUTLINE 
  
 The broad overarching questions in this dissertation ask whether the boundaries of 
exclusion are malleable and whether inclusivity has limits. To address these questions, I 
broke the topic down into the major factors that I believe influence reactions to 
immigrants: national identity and trust, and values. There are other factors that help 
explain people’s attitudes about immigrants and narrowing the field when thinking about 
how to address the most important problems communities face today in managing 
immigrant integration is a challenging task. For example, attitudes toward immigrants 
may be attached to economic threat (Olzak, 1992; Citrin et al., 1997; Kesler & 
Bloemraad 2010), feelings of alienation (Espenshade & Hempstead 1996), trait 
predispositions (Freitag & Rapp 2015), or generalized social trust (Herreros & Criado 
2009; Kesler & Bloemraad 2010). These are important topics, but I have chosen to focus 
on key psychological influences on people’s behavior because I believe these are the 
most relevant in terms of thinking about how to smooth social tensions in everyday lived 
experiences. I argue that national identity and trust best address exclusion and that values 
best address individual ideas about inclusion.  
Chapter 2 uses a survey experiment to test whether negative attitudes toward 
immigrants can be moved to be more positive in the minds of those who are inclined to 
exclude immigrants from their social group. Those inclined or predisposed in this way 
tend to be ideologically conservative strong national identifiers. The conceptual 
framework of this study builds on theories about national identity and boundary drawing 
(Theiss-Morse 2009) and work done on the effects of institutional trust on social 




the strength of people’s national identity attachment and manipulates institutional trust 
with vignettes that prime trust in religious institutions, law enforcement agencies, and 
public school systems. Political ideology is found to be the primary force driving 
attitudes toward immigrants. Priming institutional trust did not shift people’s attitudes 
toward immigrants, which suggests that immigrant attitudes and levels of trust are preset 
in people’s minds and change may not be possible when these attitudes are driven by 
ideology and are closely interrelated to deeply held beliefs and viewpoints. I also find 
that trust is an important component of immigrant attitudes; it helped to distinguish 
between different shades of attitude among strong national identifiers. It is only when 
institutional trust is low that attitudes toward immigrants are predicted to become more 
negative as strength of national identity increases.  
Chapter 3 shifts focus to the other side of the ideological divide where the 
inclination is to be more open and welcoming to immigrants. This study is designed to 
uncover some of the underlying cognitive mechanisms that drive how long-term residents 
process and navigate interactions with immigrants in everyday life. The theoretical 
framework of the project interweaves literatures on values, the anxiety-inducing effects 
of normative violations, attitudes of liking and disliking, and social tolerance. The focus 
of this study is to examine how anxiety from values dissonance and normative violations 
relate to people’s attitudes (liking) toward immigrants and then how liking affects 
behavioral intentions toward immigrants in everyday social situations. I find that liking 
fully mediates the impact of values on behavioral intentions. The two values that matter 
for immigrant attitudes and behavioral intentions are self-transcendence and 




highest levels of self-transcendence (a score of one on a zero to one index) that values 
dissonance and normative violations did not produce any sort of cognitive struggle when 
evaluating a described immigrant and deciding behavioral intentions toward them. As 
mentioned above, only about 10% of the sample population scored this high on the self-
transcendence value orientation index. For more exclusionary oriented individuals, the 
introduction of anxiety by making values dissonance and normative violations salient 
lowered estimations of the immigrant and caused cognitive struggle across the board.  
The concluding chapter highlights the major findings from Chapters 2 and 3, 
discusses how to use the findings to help communities navigate social contentions 
between immigrants and long-term residents, and discusses project limitations and future 
research. Based on the findings from the dissertation, I recommend a triple element 
approach to immigrant-related contentions in communities. First, official policy must be 
aware of and specifically address issues that arise from the clash of cultures in a way that 
acknowledges and validates all parties involved while addressing fairness, the guaranteed 
rights of all individuals, and general limitations with which all people living under a 
social contract are expected to comply. Second, public education must be conscious of 
avoiding ethnocentric and limited views of what it means to be American and who 
represents the American national identity. Third, municipalities should consciously and 
actively promote understanding between long-term residents and immigrants through 
festivals, concerts, and interfaith dinners that celebrate diversity through sharing and 





CHAPTER 2: LOVE THY COUNTRY, HATE THY NEIGHBOR: NATIONAL 
IDENTITY, INSTITUTIONAL TRUST, AND ATTITUDES TOWARD 
IMMIGRANT DIVERSITY  
 
How do we understand the boundaries of social exclusion when it comes to 
immigrants? In the current project, I argue that this question hinges on the social 
dynamics of national identity and institutional trust. Some people welcome immigrants 
and the diversity they introduce into the community, while others find it more difficult to 
be inclusive. The primary expectation of this chapter is that institutional trust can be 
leveraged in a way that leads to more accepting attitudes toward immigrants for those 
who find it more difficult to be inclusive. In line with previous findings, I expect that 
people who identify strongly with the American national identity will tend to be more 
exclusive toward immigrants (Theiss-Morse 2009). A survey experiment is utilized to 
examine whether strong national identifiers are also more likely to more fully trust in 
their country’s governmental institutions. Building on this expectation, I then test 
whether reminding strong national identifiers of the capabilities of their government and 
community institutions to successfully integrate newcomers can lead them to have more 
positive attitudes toward immigrants.  
Empirical evidence showing that reminding strong national identifiers that they 
can trust their governmental institutions to successfully integrate immigrants into their 
communities can improve attitudes toward immigrants can provide a model for strategic 
public information campaigns that positively associate institutional capability with 
successful immigrant integration. This information could be disseminated via 
infomercials on local television stations, pamphlets, and/or political discussions by 




low-cost strategy that community leaders could potentially use to mitigate negative 
attitudes toward immigrants. 
It is important to study the intersection of cultures in established communities 
because if immigrant diversity is not well received, a host of negative effects that reduce 
the quality of social life can arise. The overall cohesion of human society rests minimally 
on a basic distribution of equal rights and treatment and the absence of major intergroup 
cleavages (Easterly, Ritzan, & Woolcock 2006). Broadly, negative attitudes toward 
immigrants can lower social cohesion in terms of alienating immigrant groups. This 
alienation tends to have detrimental effects on the mental health of immigrants 
(Yakushko 2009) and can increase and reify ethnocentrism (Perez 2014). Yet the effects 
also cut more deeply into the heart of our social structures. Negativity toward immigrant 
individuals or groups stokes divisiveness and resentment and if left unchecked can lead to 
marginalization and cleavages between different social groups (Portes & Vickstrom 
2011).  
 The theoretical framework employed for this project weaves together literature on 
attitudes toward immigrants, national identity in terms of boundary drawing around group 
membership, and institutional trust. The outcome of interest is attitudes toward 
immigration. Attitudes are defined as beliefs about an object, person, or group. They 
incorporate positive or negative evaluations (Eagly & Chaiken 1993), which lead to 
behavioral orientations toward the target object (Sullivan et al. 1982). In the immigration 
context, individual attitudes represent a person’s beliefs, evaluations, and behavior 
orientations toward immigrants in their community. Attitudes toward immigrants may be 




feelings of alienation (Espenshade & Hempstead 1996), identity orientations (Jeong 
2013; Creighton 2016), or trait predispositions (Freitag & Rapp 2015), but they are also 
motivated by a mixture of sometimes competing underlying values (Sagiv & Schwartz 
1995) and can be adapted due to inflows of information and experiences (Sniderman et 
al. 2004). I highlight individual levels of national identity attachment as an important 
driver of attitudes toward immigrant-generated diversity and look at how specific inflows 
of information might adapt these attitudes.   
2.1 Literature Review & Hypotheses  
Independent Variable: National Identity Attachment  
National identity is defined in this project in terms of a social identity that is 
founded on people’s sense of belonging toward one another and toward their national 
community. The identity manifests itself in both formal and informal ways in society. 
Formally, certain rights and rules structure the legal system. Informally, citizens have 
beliefs and expectations about what it means to be a member of their national group in 
terms of what members believe, how they act, and typical personal characteristics 
(Schildkraut 2011). Individuals often have extremely strong affective and normative 
attachments to their national group and whether the identity is more ethnic, civic, or some 
combination of the two it encompasses those formal and informal cultural practices 
(Citrin & Sears 2014). For the purposes of this paper, two major components of national 
identity stand out: individuals’ level of identification with their national group and the 
ways that boundaries of group membership are drawn (Theiss-Morse 2009).  
  The national context matters for how the effects of national identity translate into 




example, is built on multicultural and more inclusive norms and ideals (Citrin, Johnston, 
& Wright 2012). National identity in the Netherlands has historically been based on more 
homogenous characteristics (Sniderman & Hagendoorn 2007). Therefore, while priming 
national identity in the Netherlands in one study decreased tolerance for immigrants 
(Sniderman & Hagendoorn 2007), priming national identity in Canada did not have the 
same effect (Breton 2015). One explanation for the content of national identity in the 
United States is that it has developed amidst nativistic responses to non-British 
immigration in the nineteenth century, the history of black slavery and inequality, and the 
usurpation of land from Native Americans. This historical path has favored the ingroup 
characteristics of Anglo-Saxon Protestants (see Citrin & Sears 2014, p. 2).  
In effect, individuals in the United States who identify strongly with the national 
group tend to be more exclusive with membership by drawing hard boundaries around 
who “fits the bill” for ideal members. The bill has tended to center around Anglo-Saxon 
prototypical identities. In contrast, Americans who only weakly identify with the U.S. 
national identity tend to be more open, inclusive, and less apt to emulate or require the 
Anglo-Saxon prototypical characteristics for membership (Theiss-Morse 2009). In line 
with previous findings, I first expect that in the context of the United States: 
H1: Strong national identifiers are more likely to harbor negative attitudes toward 
immigrant-generated diversity than weak national identifiers.  
 
The Moderating Effect of Institutional Trust 
Trust is a multifaceted phenomenon in the organizational structure of social life. 
Cleary and Stokes (2006, chapter 1) discuss both weak and strong forms of trust. Strong, 




intentions. Trustworthiness is a form of strong trust that relies on the inherent qualities of 
the actor earned through repeated instances of following through with one’s stated 
intentions. Weak trust is defined as trust in actors that is possible only through the belief 
that a third party will punish those who would otherwise be untrustworthy. Because 
institutions offer nonpersonal standard sets of rules, norms, and behaviors for which 
noncompliance is punished, interpersonal, or strong trust is not necessary for society to 
operate cohesively.  
I extend this framework of institutional trust to the relationship between citizens 
(long-term residents)2 and immigrants. If citizens are part of a society with strong 
institutions and they believe in them enough to delegate the responsibility of managing 
social issues to them, this trust in institutions should relieve those citizens of anxieties 
associated with nonconformity or difference. In contrast, if citizens do not have trust in 
the institutions of their society, they will bear the brunt of their social anxieties 
themselves instead of trusting that the government institutions can handle it for them. 
Therefore, in theory at least, individuals who personally distrust diverse others, but that 
do trust in government institutions, should have some assurance that institutions will 
represent their interests by upholding the social norms they value amidst influxes of 
people who may be very different from them in both look and behavior. 
Previous empirical work supports this thesis. Political trust in general has been 
linked with support for both political elites and institutions and less risk aversion in 
                                               
2 Long term residents are loosely defined as people who have lived a minimum of 8 years in their 
community (or 8 years across similar communities within the United States). Ideal participants should have 
lived in their communities long enough to have internalized the social norms and behaviors of the 
community (the benchmark of 8 years is based on the Lawful Permanent Resident Laws used by the U.S. 
tax system). See Tax-Expatriation: < https://tax-expatriation.com/2014/08/19/who-is-a-long-term-lawful-




individuals in the United States (Hetherington 1998). Political trust has been shown to be 
so strong that it survives across borders (Wals 2011). In a study of 28 countries outside of 
the U.S., Kirchner et al. (2011) found that if institutions are inclusive (measured by the 
disproportion of votes and allocation of seats for parties in national elections), universal 
(measured with health care expenditures as percent of GDP), and fair (transparency 
international corruption index rating), they reduce the perception of threat from outsiders 
and increase social tolerance. Examining the institutions of parliament, the legal system, 
the police, and political parties, Halapuu et al. (2013) found a significant and positive 
relationship between institutional trust and attitudes toward immigrants for both majority 
and minority populations. A longitudinal study looking at the impact of institutional trust 
on social trust in Denmark found that institutional trust (in the institutions of parliament, 
the judiciary, and the police) was the most important contributor to explaining social trust 
(Mannemar-Sonderskov et al. 2016). Together, these studies provide an increasing 
amount of support for the importance of institutional trust as an explanatory variable for 
social tolerance, social trust, and the outcome of interest for the current project: attitudes 
toward immigrants.  
Most of the analyses above focus on the European context and on overarching 
political institutions such as parliament and the judiciary. I move institutional trust into 
the role of moderator and focus on the American context. Given the wide variety of more 
localized American institutions that are involved with immigration in some way 
(Schneeweis 2011; Foner & Alba 2008; Cade & Ecklund 2007), it is also worthwhile to 
examine whether different types of more localized institutions differentially impact this 




organizations, and law enforcement agencies can improve strong national identifiers’ 
attitudes toward immigrants.  
To my knowledge, there is a paucity of literature connecting long-term resident 
trust in these specific types of institutions to attitudes toward immigrants, especially in 
the context of the United States (but see Halapuu et al. 2013, 2017 for European context; 
see both Halapuu et al. 2013, 2017 and Mannemar-Sonderskov et al. 2016 for trust in 
police outside of U.S.).  However, the Pew Research Center has collected some data on 
the levels of trust Americans have in leaders of specific types of U.S. institutions that is 
informative for establishing expectations for localized institutional trust. A Pew survey 
conducted in 2018 of U.S. adults used five measures to gauge Americans’ level of trust in 
eight different types of institutions. Of interest here are the results for public school 
principals, police officers, and religious leaders. The five measures included whether the 
specified leaders care about average people, are effective at their job, communicate fairly 
and accurately with the public, handle resources responsibly, and take responsibility for 
their mistakes.  
Public schools play an important role in the acculturation of immigrant children 
and families to American ways of life (Potochnick 2014). If long-term residents tend to 
trust in their school systems, this trust may be leverageable to help improve negative 
attitudes toward immigrants. Long-term residents’ trust in the public schools can at least 
be indirectly assessed through the questions Pew asked about principals of k-12 public 
schools. Principals fared better than religious leaders and police officers in all measures 
across demographic groups and partisan lines. A majority of those surveyed believe that 




their job (72%), take responsibility for their mistakes (65%), and handle resources 
responsibly (81%). There are slight differences in partisan perceptions. More Democrats 
tend to believe that principals handle resources responsibly (87% versus 76% 
respectively) and are effective at their jobs (76% versus 68%). 
Like public schools, religious institutions have long been considered entrance 
points into the American way of life for newcomers (Foner & Alba 2008). They 
sometimes provide services such as English language classes and study resources for 
obtaining citizenship, provide foundations for civic identities, and facilitate adaptation to 
American life (Cadge & Ecklund 2007). Pew’s question about trust in religious leaders 
serves here as a proxy for gauging long-term residents’ feelings of trust toward religious 
institutions. Feelings toward religious leaders in the United States tend to fall across a 
few different lines: whether respondent “believes” or not, religious affiliation of 
respondent, and partisanship. Unsurprisingly, people who hold religious beliefs also hold 
more positive sentiment toward religious leaders across all of the measures. This is 
especially true when comparing Protestants and Evangelicals to unaffiliated respondents 
across the measures of whether religious leaders care about average people (82% to 86% 
versus 56%, respectively), do their jobs effectively (85% to 90% versus 65%), handle 
resources responsibly (80% to 82% versus 53%), communicate effectively and honestly 
with the public (79% to 83% versus 46%), and admit responsibility for mistakes (65% to 
68% versus 30%). Republicans also consistently agreed at higher levels across all 
measures: religious leaders care about average people (77% versus 65%), do their jobs 




communicates effectively and honestly with the public (75% versus 54%), and admits 
responsibility for mistakes (59% versus 42%). 
Given the current political climate, it is perhaps not surprising that trust for police 
officers in the United States falls along racial lines. Across all of the measures used to 
gauge trust in police officers in the study, Hispanics and Blacks reported lower levels of 
trust than Whites. An added measure asking whether police officers treat racial and ethnic 
groups equally emphasized the divide most strongly with Whites agreeing some or all of 
the time (72%) compared to Hispanics (49%) and Blacks (33%). Across partisan lines, 
Republicans consistently agreed at higher levels across the measures than Democrats: 
police officers care about average people (88% versus 73% respectively), are good at 
their job (89% versus 79%), communicate earnestly with the public (86% versus 66%), 
and take responsibility for their mistakes (73% versus 42%). Finally, another Pew study 
in 2018 found that older people are also more likely to trust principals of k-12 public 
schools (age 50 and older 81% versus ages 18-29 75%), religious leaders (age 50 and 
older 71% versus ages 30-49 56% versus ages 18-29 50%), and police officers (85% 
versus 75% versus 67%). 
Overall, the above numbers identify people who are Republican, older, white, and 
Protestant as the most trusting of the institutional leaders of public schools, religious 
institutions, and law enforcement agencies. These characteristics align closely with the 
characteristics of strong national identifiers: being older, white, Christian, less educated, 
less politically knowledgeable, and trusting of others within the group (Theiss-Morse 
2009; Citrin & Sears 2014). In addition, strong national identifiers tend to favorably view 




discussed, I expect that strong national identifiers’ favorable views of their country 
extend to local American institutions: 
H2: Strong national identifiers are likely to be more trusting of American institutions 
than weak national identifiers.  
 
Building on hypothesis H2 I more specifically expect that: 
 
H2a: Strong national identifiers are likely to be more trusting of public schools, religious 
organizations, and law enforcement agencies than weak national identifiers.  
 
Taken together, strong national identifiers will tend to have higher levels of trust in 
institutions and institutional trust should lead to more inclusive and positive attitudes 
toward immigrants. If this is the case, then why do people who identify strongly with 
their national identity and tend to trust institutions more than others also harbor more 
negative attitudes toward immigrants? I argue below that this logical conundrum is the 
key to improving strong national identifiers’ attitudes toward immigrants.  
Experimental Analysis of Priming Effects on Attitudes Toward Diversity 
Zaller and Feldman’s (1992) model of survey response argues that individuals 
“carry around in their heads a mix of only partially consistent ideas and considerations” 
(p. 579). As we have seen, strong national identifiers seem to carry the disconnected 
beliefs that immigrants are threatening but also that U.S. institutions are capable and 
trustworthy. This is where priming can help. Priming works by focusing attention. 
Attention to a particular thought, issue, or subject “influences the weight assigned it” in 
the process of evaluation (Hetherington & Rudolph 2015, p. 52). Making institutional 
trust salient should influence strong identifiers to give weight to institutional trust when 
forming or recalling attitudes toward immigrants. Institutional trust should act as a 




negative attitudes toward diversity. Testing this proposition is the primary focus of this 
study:   
H3: Priming institutional trust should weaken the relationship between strong national 
identity attachment and negative attitudes toward immigrant-generated diversity.  
 
2.2 Study Design 
This expectation is tested with a between-subjects survey experiment where 
participants are randomly assigned to one of four conditions. In each condition, 
participants begin by reading information about increasing immigrant influxes into their 
community. For those assigned to the control condition, the vignette reading stops there 
and they go directly to the survey questions. For those assigned to one of the three 
treatment conditions, a second paragraph is included that primes institutional trust by 
describing how efficient and seamless the specific institution (public school, religious 
organization, or law enforcement agency) is at integrating and socializing people who are 
new to the country before respondents answer the survey questions (see Table 1 in 
Appendix A).   
Data  
 A fellowship from the Political Science Department at the University of Nebraska 
in Lincoln was awarded for purchase of a survey sample for this study. Qualtrics was 
used to create the online survey experiment. Data was collected from Dynata, which is an 
online survey firm that maintains a diverse panel of web-based survey participants. 
Potential participants who were not American citizens were excluded from the study 
because this is a study of American attitudes toward immigrants in their communities. 




Dynata sends periodic invitations to their panel of potential participants that provide 
information about the length of the survey and payment amount if they choose to 
participate.  
 The sample consists of 441 observations. It is about 53% male and 47% female. 
About 52% of the participants are Republican, 48% Democrat; 49% are conservative, 
32% liberal, and about 17% self-categorize into the middle of the ideological road (see 
Table A for full enumeration of sample characteristics). The sample is unevenly 
distributed across age categories. Only about 17% of the sample are between ages 20 to 
60, 24% are between 61 to 67, 41% are between 68 to 74, and 17% are 75 or older. This 
means that the findings may not be widely generalizable to the important age range 
between 20 and 60. Because of this, results were cross validated with a previously 
collected pilot sample of college students (see Appendices 2.2 and 2.2a for student 
sample demographics and results). The age generalization limitations should be kept in 
mind but supportive of the findings, the primary result patterns held for both the student 
and adult samples.  
Measures of Level of National identity Attachment and Attitudes Toward 
immigration 
 
Recall that the explanatory variable of interest is the respondent’s level of national 
identity attachment. The mediating variable is institutional trust. The outcome variable is 
attitudes toward immigrants. The explanatory variable, level of national identity 
attachment, is defined as the strength of identity attachment to the American national 
identity. It is measured with a four-item additive index, previously used by Theiss-Morse 




American people? Response options range from 1 = not part of the group to 5 = very 
strongly part of the group. (2) “I am a person who feels strong ties to the American 
people.” Response options range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. (3) 
“Being an American is important to the way I think of myself as a person.” Response 
options range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. (4) “Overall, I think 
Americans are a great group of people” Response options range from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree. For each of the national identity strength questions, the 
categories of “strongly disagree” and “somewhat disagree” had too few cases compared 
to the other categories so they were combined into “disagree” categories. Resulting 
response options range from 1 = disagree to 4 = strongly agree (1 = not part of the group 
to 4 = very strongly part of the group for question item 1 above). This translates to strong 
national identity attachment corresponding to higher scores on the items. Factor analysis 
was used to create a national identity strength index, all four items loaded onto one factor 
(α = .80, also see Table 2.1). The index ranged from 4 to 16. It was recoded to range from 
0 to 1.   


































A Pearson correlation was performed to assess construct validity of the national 
identity index with the single measure question: “The idea of an America where most 
people are not white makes me feel anxious.” Response options ranged from 1 = strongly 
agree to 4 = strongly disagree. This question was selected because there were no items 
outside of those used to create the index that directly measured national identity 
attachment. To support index validity, the single item measure should be negatively 
correlated with the index. This would be in line with previous findings (Thiess-Morse 
2009) that strong identifiers tend to draw more exclusive boundaries around who is 
American. They are likely to therefore feel more uncomfortable with the idea of a 
nonwhite America. The correlation between the national identity index and comfort with 
a nonwhite America was negative and statistically significant, r(441) = -.112, p < .02. 
The negative and significant correlation provides some support for the validity of the 
index. 
The dependent variable, attitudes toward immigrants, is defined as individual 
attitudes that represent a person’s beliefs, evaluations, and behavior orientations toward 
immigrants in their community. Factor analysis was performed with eight question items 
in order to create an attitude toward immigrant index: (1) “The idea of an America where 
most people are not white makes me feel anxious.” (2) “If immigrants only tried harder to 
fit in, then more Americans would accept their cultural differences.” (3) “Immigrants 
today take advantage of jobs and opportunities here without doing enough to give back to 
the community.” (4) Immigrants who are Western European seem less American to me.” 
(5) “Immigrants who are Middle Eastern seem less American to me.” (6) “Immigrants 




seem less American to me.” (8) “Immigrants who are African seem less American to 
me.” Response options for each of the eight questions items ranged from 1= strongly 
agree to 4 = strongly disagree. This translates to more negative attitudes toward 
immigrants being indicated by lower scores on the items. Factor analysis was used to 
create an immigrant attitude index, all eight items loaded onto one factor (α = .91; also 
see Table 2.2). The index ranged from 8 to 32. It was recoded to range from 0 to 1.   
Table 2.2: Factor Loadings and Alphas for Attitude Toward Immigrant Index 
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A Pearson correlation was performed to assess construct validity of the immigrant 
attitude index with the single measure question: “Should the number of immigrants 
permitted to come to U.S be increased, or decreased, or should the number be the same as 
it is now?” Response options ranged from 1 = Decrease, 2 = Stay the Same, or 3 = 
Increase. To support index validity, the single item measure should be positively 
correlated with the index. This would indicate that as attitudes toward immigrants 
become more positive, people tend to be more willing to support larger numbers of 
immigrants allowed entry into the U.S. The correlation between the immigrant attitude 
index and preference for the number of immigrants that should be allowed into the U.S. 
was statistically significant, r(441) = .496, p < .0001. The positive and significant 
correlation provides some support for the validity of the index. 
Institutional Trust Prime 
Institutional trust is primed in this study with three institution specific vignettes 
that highlight how well law enforcement agencies, public schools, and local religious 
organizations manage immigrant influxes (see Appendix A). The survey experiment is a 
between-subjects design where participants are randomly assigned to either a control 
condition that does not prime institutional trust or one of three experimental conditions 
that include vignettes designed to prime institutional trust.  
The terms “immigrants” and “refugees” are used interchangeably in the vignettes. 
In order to disentangle whether people make meaningful distinctions between the two 
labels, a survey question instructed respondents to “Please select the statement that comes 
closest to your views: 1) I think the United States should allow more immigrants, but 




States should allow more refugees, but should allow fewer immigrants to come in to the 
country each year, or 3) I do not make a distinction between immigrants and refugees.”  
About 75% (n=332) of respondents indicated that they do not make a distinction between 
the labels. About 15% (n=66) preferred to let more immigrants and fewer refugees into 
the country and about 10% (n=43) preferred to let more refugees than immigrants into the 
country. Because three-fourths of the sample did not make a distinction between the 
labels, it was judged that using the labels interchangeably in the vignettes would likely 
have little to no impact on participant response.  
Control Variables 
Control variables include several factors likely to influence attitudes toward 
immigrants. People oriented toward different political ideologies have been shown to 
view immigration according to generalized patterns. Conservatives and Republicans tend 
to have more negative attitudes toward immigration (Pettigrew, Thomas, Ulrich Wagner, 
& Christ 2007; Citrin et al. 2009). Liberals and Democrats tend to have more positive 
attitudes toward immigration (Citrin et al. 2009; Kunovich 2009; Fussel 2014). Ideology 
was therefore accounted for, respondents were asked where they placed themselves on a 
liberal to conservative 7-point scale, 1 = Extremely conservative to 7 = Extremely liberal. 
Partisanship was measured with the question: “Generally speaking, do you consider 
yourself a Republican, a Democrat, an independent, or something else?” Response 
options ranged from 1 = Republican, 2 = Democrat, 3 = Independent, and 4 = other. No 
one selected “other.” A follow-up question asked Republican respondents “Generally 
speaking are you: 1 = A strong Republican or 2 = Not a very strong republican.” 




worded for Democrats. Respondents who answered as independents were asked the 
follow-up question, “Do you lean more toward the Democratic or Republican party?” 
Response options were either 1 = Democratic or 2 = Republican. Due to the low number 
of cases in both of these categories, independents who lean toward Republicans were 
recoded into the “Not very strong Republican” category and independents who lean 
toward the Democratic party were recoded as “Not very strong Democrats. Initial and 
follow-up partisanship items were combined into one partisanship variable with response 
options ranging from: 1 = Strong Republican, 2 = Not very strong Republican, 3 = Not 
very strong Democrat, and 4 = Strong Democrat. A correlation matrix showed that 
political ideology and partisanship were highly correlated (p = .80). In order to avoid 
issues associated with multicollinearity between the two variables, partisanship will be 
dropped from the analysis.    
Perceptions of economic threat have also been shown to correlate with negative 
attitudes toward immigration (Olzak, 1992; Citrin et al., 1997; Kesler & Bloemraad 
2010). Respondents were asked whether they believe the national economy has gotten 
better, stayed the same, or gotten worse over the last year. This variable was recoded so 
that a higher score indicated more positive feelings toward the economy (1 = gotten 
worse, 2 = stayed the same, 3 = gotten better). Interpretation of this variable will need to 
take the Covid-19 pandemic into consideration. The pandemic will likely cause many 
more people than usual report negative perceptions of the economy. Social trust has also 
been shown to impact whether immigrant-generated diversity is well received (Herreros 
& Criado 2009; Kesler & Bloemraad 2010). Respondents were asked whether most 




Respondents were also asked about whether they trusted “the government in Washington 
to successfully resettle people from foreign countries in the United States?” Response 
options ranged from 1= Never, to 5 = Just about always. Contact with different groups 
has been found under certain conditions to reduce prejudices (Jackman and Crane 1986; 
McLaren,2003; Oliver and Wong). In order to examine whether people in more densely 
populated areas attitudes toward immigration differed from those in less populated areas 
respondents were asked “about how many people live in your city or town?” Response 
options ranged across eight population specific categories: 1) <= 50,000, 2) Between 
511,000 and 100,000; 3) Between 101,000 and 150,000; 4) Between 150,000 and 
300,000; 5) Between 301,000 and 600,000; 6) Between 601,000 and 800,000; 7) Between 
801,000 and 1 million; and 8. Over 1 Million. 
The analysis also included several relevant sociodemographic variables: gender (1 
= female, 0 = male); race (1 = white, 0 = other) religious affiliation (1 = Christian, 2 = 
other, 3 = none), income (1. <$25,000 2. $26,000-$40,000, 3. $41,000-$59,000, 4. 
$60,000-$79,000, 5. $80,000-$99,000, 6. $100,000-$149,000, 7. $150,000-$199,000, 8. 
>= $250,000), volunteer work (0 = no, 1 = yes), and age (open ended text box). For all of 
the control variables that were not already dummy coded as 0-1 dichotomies, variables 









Table 2.3: Descriptive Statistics  
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Model  
H1: Strong national identifiers are more likely to harbor negative attitudes toward 
immigrant-generated diversity than weak national identifiers.  
 
 A Pearson correlation was performed to assess the potential of whether attitudes 
toward immigrants could be predicted from strength of national identity attachment. 










normal for both variables. Strength of national identity attachment showed a ceiling 
effect, with scores compressed at the upper end of strength of NI attachment, and was 
slightly skewed left. The irregularities were not judged to be severe enough to require 
data transformation. The correlation between strength of national identity attachment and 
attitudes toward immigrants was weak but statistically significant and in the expected 
direction, r(441) = -.15, p = .002. As strength of national identity attachment increases, 
attitudes toward immigrants become more negative.  
H2: Strong national identifiers are likely to be more trusting of American institutions 
than weak national identifiers.  
 
A Pearson correlation was performed to assess the potential of whether trust in 
different levels of government institutions could be predicted from strength of national 
identity attachment. Examination of histograms indicated that that the distribution shapes 
were close to normal with slight left skewing on the trust in state and local government 
institutions. The irregularities were not judged to require data transformation. The 
correlation between strength of national identity attachment and trust in the government 
in Washington was positive and statistically significant, r(441) = .196, p < .0001. The 
correlation between strength of national identity attachment and trust in the state 
government was positive, but weak and not significant, r(441) = .064, p = .182. The 
correlation between strength of national identity attachment and trust in the local city 
government was positive, but weak and not significant, r(441) = .075, p = .116. The 
correlations indicate that as strength of national identity increases, trust in the 
government in Washington also significantly increases while trust in state and local 




in this sample, trust in the federal level of government has a stronger relationship with 
strength of national identity attachment than trust in state and city levels of government.  
Table 2.4: Bivariate Relationships for Level of National Identity Attachment and Trust in 
Government Institutions 
Variables N Corr P 
Trust in Washington 
Government 
441 0.196 <.0001 
Trust in State 
Government 
441 0.064 .182 
Trust in Local 
Government 
441 0.075 .116 
 
Building on hypothesis H2 I more specifically expect that: 
 
H2a: Strong national identifiers are likely to be more trusting of public schools, religious 
organizations, and law enforcement agencies than weak national identifiers.  
 
A Pearson correlation was performed to assess the potential of whether trust in 
different types of local institutions could be predicted from strength of national identity 
attachment. Examination of histograms of the institutional trust variables indicated that 
the distribution shapes were left-skewed for each of the variables, more people than not 
rated higher levels of trust in these institutions. The irregularities were not judged to 
require data transformation. The correlation between strength of national identity 
attachment and trust in public schools was positive and statistically significant, r(441) = 
.230, p < .0001. The correlation between strength of national identity attachment and trust 
in law enforcement was positive and statistically significant, r(441) = .40, p = <.0001. 
The correlation between strength of national identity attachment and trust in religious 
institutions was positive and statistically significant, r(441) = .323, p < .0001. The 
correlations indicate that as strength of national identity increases in the sample, trust in 




Table 2.5: Bivariate Relationships for Level of National Identity Attachment and Trust in 
Public Institutions 
Variables N Corr P 
Trust in Public 
Schools 
441 0.230 <.0001 
Trust in Law 
Enforcement 
441 0.400 <.0001 
Trust in Religious 
Institutions  
441 0.323 <.0001 
 
H3: Priming institutional trust should weaken the relationship between strong national 
identity attachment and negative attitudes toward immigrant-generated diversity.  
 
Two-way ANOVA: Strength of National Identity Attachment and Vignette Group 
Across Attitudes Toward immigrants 
 
To begin to examine whether there is support for hypothesis three, a two-way 
ANOVA was run on a sample of 441 participants to examine the mean differences 
between strong and weak national identity attachment and whether there were mean 
differences between the control and experiment groups across attitudes toward 
immigrants. Strength of national identity attachment was made into a binary variable that 
split strong (0 = NI index score 14-16) and weak (1 = NI index score 4-13) identifiers 
into separate groups. Vignette is a 4-category nominal variable with 1 = control, 2 = law 
enforcement, 3 = public school, and 4 = religious institution. No significant differences 
were found across the vignette groups (Control group M=22.04; Law enforcement 
M=21.26; public schools M=22.02; religious institutions M=22.04), F(3, 433) = 0.33, p = 
.8. There was a significant difference at the .10 level between strong and weak national 
identifiers on attitudes toward immigrants, F(1, 433) = 3.11, p = .08. The interaction 
between strength of national identity attachment and vignette group was not significant, 
F(3, 433) = 0.22, p = .89, indicating that whether or not the participant saw the 




Assessment of Mean Differences Between Strong and Weak National Identifiers in 
the Control and Experimental Groups   
 
 Two t tests were performed in order to further examine whether or not the 
institutional trust prime had a significant effect on the mean attitudes toward immigrants 
between strong and weak national identifiers in the control group and between strong and 
weak national identifiers in the experiment group. If there is a significant difference in 
attitudes toward immigrants between strong and weak national identifiers who did not see 
the institutional trust prime (the control group), and if there is no significant difference 
between strong and weak national identifiers who did see the experimental trust prime 
(indicating the prime brought the two groups’ attitudes closer together by improving the 
more negative attitudes), then hypothesis three will be supported.    
The first t test assessed whether mean attitudes toward immigrants differed 
significantly for strong national identifiers (same variable as used above) in the control 
group, which contained 49 participants, and weak national identifiers in the control 
group, which contained 30 participants. The mean attitudes toward immigrants across 
strong and weak national identifiers did not significantly differ in the control group 
t(55.5) = -0.77, p = 0.44, two tailed. Because the mean attitude scores did not differ 
across strong and weak national identifiers in the control group, hypothesis three cannot 
be assessed in this way. However, I will still look at whether there were differences in 
mean attitudes toward immigrants across strong and weak national identifiers in the 
experiment group below. 
A second t test was performed with the strong and weak national identifiers from 




vignette groups into strong national identifiers (0 = those who scored 14-16 on index) and 
weak national identifiers (1 = those who scored 4-13 on index). The strong national 
identifier experiment group contained 213 participants and the weak national identifier 
experiment group contained 149 participants. The mean attitudes toward immigrants 
between strong and weak national identifiers in the experiment group did not 
significantly differ, t(320) = -1.61, p = 0.11, two tailed. This indicates that the 
institutional trust prime may have had an impact by shifting strong national identifiers 
attitudes toward immigrants to be closer to those of weak national identifiers because 
there is no significant difference between the two groups. However, since there was no 
significant difference between the strong and weak national identifiers in the control 
group either, the difference cannot be attributed to the institutional trust prime.  
Assessment of Mean Differences Between High Institutional Trusters and Low 
Institutional Trusters in Control and Experimental Groups  
 
The survey asked participants about their levels of trust in law enforcement, 
public schools, and religious institutions to successfully integrate people from foreign 
countries into the United States before they were randomly assigned to a vignette. This 
section compares the mean differences of attitudes toward immigrants for people who 
had low initial trust in these institutions to people who initially had high trust in these 
institutions. Similar to the above section, if there is a significant mean difference in 
attitudes toward immigrants between the low and high institution trusting participants in 
the control group but there is no mean difference in attitudes toward immigrants between 
the low and high trusting participants in the experiment group who were primed with 




the differences in attitudes toward immigrants. In other words, it would support the 
hypothesis that priming institutional trust improves immigrant attitudes, indicated in this 
case by shifting negative attitudes to be more similar to those who tend to have 
supportive views toward immigrants.  
A two way ANOVA was performed to assess whether there were significant 
differences across the vignette groups on mean attitude toward immigrant scores for low 
and high initial institution trusters, F(3, 433) = 0.40, p = .40. A binary variable was 
created with the individuals who were randomly assigned into the control group that split 
the control group into those that initially had low trust for public institutions (0 = 
answered either never, not very much of the time, or some of the time on the institutional 
trust questions) and people who initially had high trust for public institutions (1 = 
answered either most of the time or just about always on the institutional trust questions). 
An independent samples t test was then performed to assess whether mean attitudes 
toward immigrants differed significantly for the low trust control group, which contained 
15 participants, and the high trust control group, which contained 64 participants. The 
mean attitudes toward immigrants did not significantly differ in the control group t(19.5) 
= -0.44, p = 0.66, two tailed.  
A second t test was performed with the vignette variable low and high trust levels 
split differently in the control group. This time, the binary variable split the control group 
into lower trust (answered either never, not very much of the time, some of the time, or 
most of the time) versus high trust (Just about always). The low trust control group 




mean attitudes toward immigrants did not significantly differ t(71.8) = -0.26, p = 0.8, two 
tailed.  
A third t test was performed with the participant data from the experiment groups. 
A variable was created that split those in the experimental vignette groups in low (0 = 
answered either never, not very much of the time, or some of the time on the institutional 
trust questions) and high (1 = answered either most of the time or just about always on 
the institutional trust questions) institutional trust groups. The low trust experimental 
group contained 64 participants and the high trust control group contained 298 
participants. The mean attitudes toward immigrants did not significantly differ t(90) = -
0.82, p = 0.42, two tailed.  
A fourth t test was performed with the participant data from the experiment 
groups. A variable was created that split those in the experimental vignette groups in low 
(0 = answered either never, not very much of the time, some of the time, or most of the 
time on the institutional trust questions) and high (1 = answered just about always on the 
institutional trust questions) institutional trust groups. The low trust experimental group 
contained 205 participants and the high trust control group contained 157 participants. 
The mean attitudes toward immigrants did not significantly differ t(332) = -0.53, p = 
0.59, two tailed. The results of the procession of t tests indicate that there are no 
significant differences in mean attitudes toward immigrants between those who initially 
trust the public institutions of law enforcement, public schools, and religious 
organizations and those who did not initially trust these institutions.  Because the control 
groups low-high trust means on attitudes toward immigrants did not significantly differ, 




between strong national identity attachment and negative attitudes toward immigrant-
generated diversity, is found in this section.   
3-Way ANOVA Adding Political Ideology 
A three-way ANOVA was run on a sample of 441 participants to examine the 
effect of strength of national identity attachment, whether the participant was primed with 
institutional trust or not, and political ideology on immigrant attitudes. The primary 
independent variable, strength of national identity attachment, is described above. The 
second independent variable, vignette group, was a 4-category nominal variable (1 = 
control, 2= law, 3 = public school, 4 = religious institution). The dependent variable, 
attitudes toward immigrants, is an index created from a handful of items as described 
above. The only significant outcome was political ideology, F(6, 385) = 17.7, p = <.0001. 
This indicates that political ideology is likely driving attitudes toward immigrants in this 
sample.  
Elaboration Model With Multiple Linear Regression 
A series of sequential linear regressions were performed in STATA 15.1 to assess 
the focal relationship between strength of national identity attachment, whether the 
participant was in the control or experimental group, and attitudes toward immigrants. 
Due to the above analyses showing no significant differences between the different 
experimental prime groups (law enforcement, religious organization, and public school), 
the vignette variable used in the below models was made into a dichotomous variable 
(0=control, 1=all 3 experiment groups). The first model included only the hypothesized 
focal independent variables: strength of national identity attachment and vignette group 




was measured by six different questions in the survey. The questions were made into 
indices using factor analysis (See Trust section and Tables 2.7-2.8 below). A mini-series 
of sequential regression were performed in order to determine which measures of trust 
were best suited to the model.3 The third model added the control variables: trust as a 5-
item index, trust in the government in Washington, social trust, age, and whether the 
participant is active in volunteer work.4 Model 4 tested the primary hypothesis, that the 
vignette trust prime could moderate strong national identifiers attitudes toward 
immigrants by adding an interaction term that multiplied level of national identity 




















                                               
3 Variables included in these models were: attitudes toward immigrants, national identity attachment, 
vignette, political ideology, and the different trust indices. Selection of trust measures to include in the final 
were based on significance and the measures that did not overlap one another. For example, although the 
index that included state and city trust was significant, it was not included in the final model because the 5-
item trust index had a stronger coefficient and also included state and city trust.  
4 Marginally contributing, nonsignificant control variables of religion, city size, gender, income, economy, 
and race were dropped from the analysis. See Appendix 2.2 for Models 3 and 4 with full set of control 




Table 2.6: Linear Regressions of Immigrant Attitudes on Independent Variables 
Independent 
Variable 

































5-Item Trust Index 
 




Trust in WA 
Government 
 










Social Trust  
 










NI Attach x 
Vignette 
 
   .107 
(.137) 
Constant .749*** .776*** .651*** .727*** 
Adjusted R2 .0196 .238 .294 .293 
F-statistic  5.4 46.83 23.90 21.30 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 
Significance marked as + p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p<.001. For all models N = 441. 
 
2.4 Assessment 
 The above regression analyses demonstrate that political ideology is driving the 
impact of national identity attachment on attitudes toward immigrants in this sample. 
This is first indicated by the changes between Models 1 and 2. In Model 1, level of 
national identity attachment is significant and the adjusted R2 is very small (.0196). When 
political ideology is introduced in Model 2, the significance of national identity 
attachment drops out and the adjusted R2 sizably increases (.238). Political ideology has 
the strongest coefficient and remains significant when the controls and interaction are 




Model 4 does not support hypothesis three, that priming institutional trust should 
weaken the relationship between strong national identity attachment and negative 
attitudes toward immigrant-generated diversity. This is demonstrated by the 
nonsignificant interaction between the vignettes and strength of national identity 
attachment, which indicates that there are no meaningful differences in attitudes toward 
immigrants between the control and experiment conditions. It may be that the prime was 
not strong enough or that immigrant attitudes are too “stuck” because of political 
ideology. Recent work has shown, for example, that within the conservative political 
ideology, there are “securitarians” whose primary concern is to protect the in-group from 
outsiders. These individuals simply do not want outsiders coming to the United States 
regardless of whether they feel threatened or not. As put by John Hibbing, securitarians 
“…want to stop immigration from infiltrating the country even if they do not feel 
threatened by immigrants and even if they believe immigrants make America a better 
place to live…” (Hibbing 2020, p. 115).5 
Yet another possibility may be that people associate immigration with the federal 
level of government which could explain why priming local institutional trust would have 
little to no impact on attitudes toward immigrants. The findings above seem to indicate 
that the latter may be the case and that priming local institutions is not the way to go. 
However, based on previous findings discussed above (Kirchner et al. 2011; Halapuu et 
al. 2013, 2017; Mannemar-Sonderskov et al. 2016), it is likely that trust is part of the 
                                               
5 It is likely that there are some securitarians in the sample for this study. Though I do not have a direct 
measure, about 36% (79 of a total of 218) of the conservatives in the sample are both strong national 
identifiers and express anxiety about a “nonwhite” America, which are potential proxy measures for this 
group. The very fixed securitarian view toward immigration may have provided an obstacle to the ability to 





attitude-toward-immigrant-equation, even though it did not work as prime in this study. 
In order to further examine how trust matters on its own, the next section explores 
relationships between strength of national identity attachment, political ideology, 
different types of trust, and attitudes toward immigrants. 
Trust 
Six questions about trust were included in the survey. Three asked about trust in 
the ability of different levels of government to integrate newcomers: “To what extent do 
you think you can trust the (government in Washington; or, your state government; or, 
your city government) to successfully resettle people from foreign countries in the United 
States?” Response options on all three questions ranged from 1 = Just about always, 2 =  
Most of the time, 3 = Only some of the time, 4 = Not very much of the time, and 5 = 
Never. Three more questions asked about trust in the ability of local institutions to 
integrate newcomers: “To what extent do you think you can trust the (local public-school 
system, or law enforcement agencies, or local religious institutions) in your city to 
successfully integrate people from foreign countries into the United States?” Response 
options on all three questions were the same as in the trust in levels of government 
questions.  
 A series of indices were created with the trust items using unrotated factor 
analysis in order to parse out different trust effects between levels of government and 
levels of government versus specific institutions. First, an index was created with all 6-
question items (α = .77). Second, an index was created with the federal level of trust in 
Washington dropped (5-items, α = .77). Third, an index was created with just the 




= .77). The fourth index contained the three levels of government trust questions (trust in 
city, state, and Washington α = .80). Finally, the fifth index dropped trust in Washington 
from the government level items (trust in city and trust in state only, α = .86). See Table 
2.7 and Table 2.8 for factor loadings, coefficients, and alphas for the five indices. 
Table 2.7: Table of Unrotated Factor Loadings for Five Indices 
Variable Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4 Index 5 
Trust in 
Washington 
.4962   .5713  
Trust in State .7210 .6569  .8300 .8127 
Trust in City .7554 .7112  .8151 .8127 
Trust in Public 
School 
.6084 .6557 .6365   
Trust in Law 
Enforcement 




.5669 .6089 .7194   
Eigenvalue 2.3264 2.0768 1.4558 1.6797 1.3208 
 






























.6004 .7674     .7817 .8593   
Trust in 
State 
.7194 .7261 .6813 .7418   .8846 .6437   




.6960 .7352 .7651 .7018 .8022 .7493     
Trust in Law 
Enforcement 




.5004 .7440 .7254 .7271 .8478 .6741     
Overall 
Alpha 
 .7728  .7674  .7744  .8022  .8593 
 
 To begin a deeper exploration of how trust impacts the focal relationship between 




Pearson correlations were performed to assess the relationships between institutional and 
governmental trust and immigrant attitudes, institutional and governmental trust and 
strength of national identity attachment, and political ideology and institutional and 
governmental trust. Table 2.9 shows that as strength of national identity attachment 
increases, so does trust in each of the indices except trust in state and city without trust in 
Washington (Index 5 described above), which is positive but not significant. Table 2.10 
shows that attitudes toward immigrants are positively and significantly correlated with 
the 5-item index (all items but trust in Washington) and the state and city index. As trust 
in city and state governments increase, so do attitudes toward immigrants. Attitudes 
toward immigrants are negatively and significantly correlated with trust in the federal 
government (Washington). As trust in the federal government decreases, attitudes toward 
immigrants become more positive. This indicates a different pattern for trust at the 
federal level than at the city or state or local institutional level. The survey was taken 
during the Trump presidency in 2020, a time when the federal administration was likely 
to provide more security and ideological similarity for conservatives and Republicans, of 
whom are more likely to identify strongly with the American national identity and harbor 
more negative attitudes toward immigrants. The positive correlations in Table 2.11 
indicate that in this sample, as political ideology becomes more conservative, trust 
increases across the board. Supportive of the patterns thus far indicated, trust in the 
federal government has the strongest and most significant positive correlation to political 
ideology, indicating that individuals who are more conservative tend to trust in 




Table 2.9: Bivariate Relationships for Level of National Identity Attachment and Trust in 
Public Institutions and Levels of Government  
Variables N Corr P 
Index 1 (All 6) 441 0.314 <.0001 








Trust Gov’t Levels 







Trust in WA 441 0.196 <.0001 
*As strength of national identity attachment increases, so does trust as measured in all of the indices 
except trust in state and city levels of government, which is positive but not significant. 
 
Table 2.10: Bivariate Relationships for Immigrant Attitudes and Trust in Public 
Institutions and Levels of Government  
Variables N Corr P 
Index 1 (All 6) 441 0.054 .26 








Trust Gov’t Levels 







Trust in WA 441 -0.172 .0003 
*Attitudes toward immigrants are positively and significantly correlated with the 5-item index (all 
items but WA) and the state and city index. As trust in city and state governments increase, so do 
attitudes toward immigrants. Attitudes toward immigrants are negatively and significantly correlated 
with trust in the federal government (WA). As trust in the federal government decreases, attitudes 
toward immigrants become more positive. This indicates a different pattern for trust at the federal 
level than at the city or state or local institutional level. 
 
Table 2.11: Bivariate Relationships for Political Ideology and Trust in Public Institutions 
and Levels of Government  
Variables N Corr P 
Index 1 (All 6) 441 0.093 .05 








Trust Gov’t Levels 







Trust in WA 441 0.258 <.0001 
*Political ideology ranges from 1= extremely liberal to 7 = extremely conservative; positive 
correlation indicates that as ideology becomes more conservative, trust increases. Trust in the federal 










Table 2.12: Bivariate Relationships: Political Ideology and Attitudes Toward 
Immigrants, NI Attachment and Attitudes Toward Immigrants, and NI Attachment & 
Political Ideology 





441 -0.491 <.0001 
Attitudes Toward 
Immigrants & Nat’l 
Identity Strength 
 
441 -0.1502 .0016 
NI Attachment & 
Political Ideology  
441 0.345 <.0001 
*Political ideology ranges from 1= extremely liberal to 7 = extremely conservative; negative 
correlation indicates that as ideology becomes more conservative, attitudes toward immigrants 
become more negative. Negative correlation for NI attachment indicates that as strength of national 
identity attachment increases, attitudes toward immigrants become more negative (also shown above 
in prior correlations). Finally, as political ideology increases (becomes more conservative), strength of 
national identity attachment also increases.  
 
Trust as Moderator  
The overall argument of this study is that people can be moved to be more 
accepting of immigrants through priming trust in government institutions. Although the 
vignette prime did not work as anticipated by shifting people’s attitudes, trust does appear 
to matter as an important factor in people’s attitudes toward immigrants. Further, the 
specification of trust also likely matters. A series of sequential linear regressions were 
performed in STATA 15.1 to assess how different configurations of trust impact the 
effect of strength of national identity attachment on attitudes toward immigrants. Because 
the vignette trust prime variable did not near significance in any of the models, it was 
dropped from the final analysis below. Each model was performed with and without an 
interaction term in order to parse out the strength of effect of the trust variables on their 
own and as conditioning variables. In total, 5 different trust item indices were used 




alone factor but not as an interaction with national identity attachment so it was included 
as a control variable in Models 3 through 5 where it was not already a part of the model’s 
trust index. Only models with significant trust interaction terms (the 6-item trust index, 
the 5-item trust index, and the institution-only trust index) were included in the final 
analysis shown in Table 2.13.6  
Model 1 examines the impact of the 6-item trust index and Model 2 examines its 
interaction with strength of national identity attachment. Model 3 examines the impact of 
the 5-item trust index and Model 4 examines its interaction with strength of national 
identity attachment. Model 5 examines the impact of the institution-only (law 
enforcement, religious organization, and public school) trust index and Model 6 examines 
its interaction with strength of national identity attachment. The interaction effects were 


















                                               
6 Additional linear regressions were performed to test whether there was a significant interaction between 
the vignette groups and the 5-item trust index and to examine whether there was a significant interaction 





Table 2.13: Coefficients from Linear Regression of Immigrant Attitudes on Independent 
Variables and Trust Index Interactions  
Independent 
Variable 
Model 1 Model 
2 
































Trust in WA 
Government 
 















































































    




   .769** 
(.259) 
  




     .637** 
(.216) 
Constant .618*** .939*** .624*** .991*** .647*** .958*** 
Adjusted R2 .2797 .2889 .2927 .3052 .2839 .2964 
F  29.47 26.54 27.01 25.16 25.91 24.17 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 





Table 2.14: Mode1 2 Regression Calculations for High-Low Levels of Trust and Strong-












Figure 2.2: National Identity Attachment by 6-Item Trust Index Interaction 
Note: Figure 2.2 shows that at low levels national identity attachment, as trust increases, attitudes 
toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. Contrastingly, at high levels of national 
identity attachment, as levels of trust increase, attitudes toward immigrants also increase or 
become more positive. For wider range of significant predictive margins for the moderating effect 
of the 6-Item trust index on the impact of strength of national identity attachment on attitudes 























Low Trust High Trust
National Identity Attachment by 6-Item Trust Index 
Interaction




Table 2.15: Mode1 4 Regression Calculations for High-Low Levels of Trust and Strong-












Figure 2.3: National Identity Attachment by 5-Item Trust Index Interaction 
Note: Figure 2.3 shows that at low levels national identity attachment, as trust increases, attitudes 
toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. Contrastingly, at high levels of national 
identity attachment, as levels of trust increase, attitudes toward immigrants also increase or 
become more positive. For wider range of significant predictive margins for the moderating effect 
of the 5-Item trust index on the impact of strength of national identity attachment on attitudes 

















Low Trust High Trust
National Identity Attachment by 5-Item Trust Index 
Interaction




Table 2.16: Mode1 6 Regression Calculations for High-Low Levels of Trust and Strong-
Weak National Identity Attachment Strength 











Figure 2.4: National Identity Attachment by Institutional Trust Interaction  
Note: Figure 2.4 shows that at low levels national identity attachment, as trust in institutions 
increases, attitudes toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. Contrastingly, at high 
levels of national identity attachment, as levels of trust increase, attitudes toward immigrants also 
increase or become more positive. For wider range of significant predictive margins for the 
moderating effect of the institution-only trust index on the impact of strength of national identity 




The results across all three interaction models reveal similar patterns. I therefore 
report in detail only Model 5 with the 5-item trust index. Theoretically this index is 
superior because it drops trust in the Washington government, which correlated 








Low Trust High Trust
National Identity Attachment by Institutional Trust 
Index Interaction




(see Table 2.10). It is also the only index that is significant on its own (demonstrated in 
Model 4).  
The third linear regression (Model 3, Table 2.13) was performed to assess the 
strength of the contribution of the 5-item trust index (that drops trust in Washington) on 
its own in terms of predicting attitudes toward immigrants from strength of national 
identity attachment, political ideology, trust in the government in Washington, volunteer 
work, social trust, and age. For the overall regression, adjusted R2 = .2927. That is, about 
29% of the variance in attitudes toward immigrants could be predicted by this model. The 
overall regression was statistically significant, F(7, 433) = 27.01, p < .0001. Strength of 
national identity attachment is not a significant predictor of attitudes toward immigrants 
in this model. By far, the strongest predictor of attitudes toward immigrants is political 
ideology t(433) = -9.61, p < .0001. The negative slope for political ideology indicates that 
for every one-unit shift toward conservatism, there is about a .30 decrease in attitudes 
toward immigrants. The 5-item trust index is significant, t(433) = 2.79, p = .005. This 
indicates that attitudes toward immigrants increase by about .16 for every one-unit 
increase in trust. Trust in Washington is significant, t(433) = -2.61, p = .009. The 
negative slope for trust in Washington indicates that for every one-unit decrease in trust 
in Washington, attitudes toward immigrants increase by about .105. In terms of the 
control variables, whether participants volunteer, have social trust, and are older are 
significant predictors of attitudes toward immigrants. Those who do volunteer work and 
tend to trust others (social trust) have significantly more positive attitudes toward 




immigrants increase by about .113 for every one-year increase in age. The patterns for the 
controls hold across all of the models in the table.  
A fourth regression was performed to assess whether the 5-item trust index 
interacts with strength of national identity attachment to predict attitudes toward 
immigrants (Model 4, Table 2.13). Both the 5-item index and strength of national identity 
attachment ranged from 0 to 1. The overall regression was statistically significant, R2 = 
.3052, F(8, 432) = 25.16, p < .0001. There was a significant strength of national identity 
attachment by 5-item trust index interaction, b = .769, t(432) = 2.97, p = .003. There were 
also significant effects for strength of national identity attachment, b = -.499, t(432) = -
3.10, p = .002, political ideology, b = -.297, t(432) = -9.56, p = <.0001, the 5-item trust 
index, b = -.47, t(432) = -2.15, p = .032, whether a participant volunteered, b = -.060, 
t(432) = 2.64, p = .009, social trust, b = .045, t(432) = 2.35, p = .019, and age, b = .108, 
t(432) = 1.77, p = .077.  
 To visualize the nature of the national identity strength by trust indices 
interaction, examine the graphs of the regression prediction lines for low and high levels 
of trust and weak and strong levels of national identity attachment strength in Figures 2.2, 
2.3, and 2.4 above. At low levels of national identity attachment (for weak identifiers) as 
trust in the government and institutions increase, attitudes toward immigrants decrease or 
become more negative. Contrastingly, at high levels of national identity attachment (for 
strong identifiers) as levels of trust increase, attitudes toward immigrants increase or 
become more positive.  
This indicates that strong national identifiers who have higher levels of trust in the 




immigrants. Strong national identifiers who have lower levels of trust in the government 
and community-specific institutions have more negative attitudes toward immigrants. 
Trust in the government and community-specific institutions have the opposite effect on 
weak national identifiers. For them, as trust in the government and community-specific 
institutions increases, attitudes toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. 
2.5 Conclusion 
 
 Strong national identifiers are not all the same when it comes to attitudes toward 
immigrants. Although the priming experiment did not shift strong national identifiers 
attitudes toward immigrants to be more positive, the interaction models showed that those 
of this group who scored higher on levels of trust in the indices tend to have more 
positive attitudes toward immigrants than strong national identifiers who score low on 
these configurations of trust. So while an attitude shift may not be possible in a one-shot 
experiment or an on-the-ground-attitude-improvement-campaign, there are likely people 
out there who have higher levels of trust in American institutions and also identify 
strongly with American national identity that will have more positive attitudes toward 
immigrants than their non-trusting strong identifying counterparts. It is not wholly 
accurate then to think of everyone who identifies strongly with the American national 
identity as people who also will necessarily have the most negative attitudes toward 
immigrants. It is strong identifiers who also tend to have low levels of trust in institutions 
that will have the most negative attitudes toward newcomers.    
For weak national identifiers the conditioning impact of the indices had the 
opposite effect. The more weak identifiers trust in government and local institutions, the 




that strong identifiers were more likely to trust in different levels of government and 
public schools, religious organizations, and law enforcement agencies, which was 
supported in the data. Weak identifiers are more likely to question their government and 
disagree with it than strong national identifiers are (Theiss-Morse 2009). This seems to 
have played out because weak identifiers who were the least trusting of different levels of 
government and public schools, religious organizations, and law enforcement agencies 
were also the most accepting of immigrants. As trust for this group increases, attitudes 
toward immigrants become more negative.   
Whether the focus is on strong or weak national identifiers, this study suggests 
that trust is preset in people’s minds and this is why trying to prime it doesn’t work. For 
weak national identifiers, low trust in government or institutional ability correlates with 
positive attitudes toward immigrants because weak national identifiers are more critical 
of their government while also being less exclusive when drawing boundaries around 
who they believe is American. For strong national identifiers, trust in the government and 
institutions are correlated with more positive attitudes toward immigrants but these trust-
to-immigrant-attitude orientations appear to be preset and to be closely related to fixed 













CHAPTER 3: NORMATIVE DEVIANCE AND UNWILLING HOSTS: PUSHING 




The previous chapter tested whether negative attitudes toward immigrants could 
be moved to be more positive in the minds of those who are inclined to exclude 
immigrants from their social group. Those inclined or predisposed in this way tended to 
be ideologically conservative strong national identifiers. The experiment demonstrated 
that shifting people’s attitudes to be more inclusive may not be possible when these 
attitudes are driven by political ideology and are closely interrelated to deeply held 
beliefs and viewpoints. This chapter, in part, shifts focus to the other side of the 
ideological divide where the inclination is to be open and welcoming to immigrants. It 
also utilizes a more complex model that goes beyond political ideology to core value 
orientations. Not only are attitudes measured but associated behavioral intentions are also 
examined, which offers a panoramic view that begins in individual psychology and ends 
in everyday interactions in the public sphere. I ask: Which core values drive attitudes and 
behaviors toward immigrants and what are the underlying connective mechanisms in this 
process? Can acute everyday culturally dissonant experiences shift people who tend to be 
more open and welcoming to newcomers to be less so? Are there limits to the ‘openness’ 
inclination? And, under what conditions do people who tend to be more exclusionary 
exhibit exclusionary behaviors?   
These are important questions to ask for several reasons. First, understanding the 
values at play and the mechanisms that underlie attitudes and behaviors toward 




cognitive pathways that lead either to positive or negative evaluations of immigrants, 
then we can develop programs that address points of contention along those paths. For 
example, if we know that long-term residents7 strongly oriented toward self-direction and 
freedom-based values feel threatened by particular types of cultural behavior such as 
traditional female Islamic clothing, we can develop programs that inform both long-term 
residents and immigrants of these tendencies and work to find mutual understanding and 
compassion through education about the beliefs that drive the behaviors on both sides. If 
a person wearing a burqa and niqab receives a threatened look from a long-term resident 
without understanding, they may take it as a display of hate and prejudice. If that 
newcomer in their traditional dress is aware that long-term residents understand her dress 
as potentially oppressive to her, she may then be able to react with a desire to help 
increase understanding between cultures, instead of recoil with an understandable need to 
defend herself. 
Another reason this research is important is that in not taking openness or 
exclusionary tendencies as blanket ideas that somehow get people moral points for being 
more progressive and accepting than their “close minded” counterparts or condemnation 
for not being so, we can open the door for a deeper understanding of both inclusive and 
exclusive forces in the social arena. Gaining a deeper knowledge of where the boundaries 
of inclusion and exclusion lie can help us to understand how opposing viewpoints may 
                                               
7 Long term residents are loosely defined as people who have lived a minimum of 8 years in their 
community (or 8 years across similar communities within the United States). Ideal participants should have 
lived in their communities long enough to have internalized the social norms and behaviors of the 
community (the benchmark of 8 years is based on the Lawful Permanent Resident Laws used by the U.S. 
tax system). See Tax-Expatriation: < https://tax-expatriation.com/2014/08/19/who-is-a-long-term-lawful-





arise from more similar processes than we often assume. If both exclusionary and 
inclusionary people behave in ways that reflect the protection of deeply held values, then 
we can, from a balanced perspective, work to map the boundaries drawn around the need 
to secure these values which will allow for more accurate predictions of where, when, 
and why social tensions are likely to bubble over in everyday interactions between 
diverse types of people. Mapping boundaries allows us to uncover more precisely where 
inclusion and exclusion are rooted and looking at behavioral intentions associated with 
exclusion and inclusion improves our ability to predict social interaction in the public 
sphere.  
This study takes value orientations as the baseline to understand what different 
types of people may feel the need to protect in terms of the norms of their social order. It 
utilizes a survey experiment to critically examine openness by describing an immigrant 
personality and a public violation of general liberal norms to see how both attitudes and 
behavior intentions toward immigrant are impacted. By looking at both attitudes and 
behavioral intentions, policymakers can get a deeper picture of the mechanisms 
underlying behavior in everyday social life. In this way, we can more appropriately 
inform organizations helping acclimate immigrants into their new communities and we 
can use the knowledge of protective boundaries to predict where cleavages are most 
likely to fester and therefore create policies aimed at alleviating these pressure points. 
The theoretical framework of the project interweaves literature on values, the 
anxiety-inducing effects of normative violations, attitudes of liking and disliking, social 
tolerance, and the attitude-behavior connection. The primary outcome is intended 




Anxiety is hypothesized to condition the effect of values and attitudes on intended 









Figure 3.1: Theoretical Model    
3.1 Literature Review and Hypotheses  
Independent Variable: Form and Function of Values 
 Following Schwartz (1992, 2006), values are defined “as desirable, trans-
situational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s 
lives” (Schwartz 2006, p. 1). Schwartz’s theory of basic individual values is comprised of 
19 values arranged in a circular continuum. The categories provide an efficient means of 
tracing origins of individual behavior because the 19 values serve as goal orientations. 
Values are both distinct and interrelated. Schwartz’s value categories have been shown to 
hold consistently across at least 90 countries. They tend to generalize so well in part 
because they reflect basic organismic needs that all humans and social groups must 
contend with. These include the biological needs of individuals, necessities of social 
interaction within groups, and the need for group survival (Schwartz et al. 2001; 
Schwartz et al. 2012; Caprara et al. 2009).  
The 19 basic value categories (Self-direction–thought, Self-direction–action, 









Security–personal, Security–societal, Tradition, Conformity–rules, Conformity–
interpersonal, Humility, Benevolence–dependability, Benevolence–caring, Universalism–
concern, Universalism–nature, Universalism–tolerance; see Table 3.1 for definitions of 
each) are arranged in the circle according to sets of both related and orthogonal groups 
that reflect the inherent relationships and conflicts between them (see Figure 3.2). The 
outer most rings of the circle divide it into two orthogonally related groups of values 
distinguished by the presence or absence of anxiety. The two upper quadrants contain 
values that thrive in the absence of anxiety. The two lower quadrants contain values that 
are often motivated by the desire to avoid anxiety and threat. The second inner ring 
provides division of the broader categories of values that are focused on the self and 
values that are focused on social interaction and maintenance of social relations. The 
third inner ring further divides the focus orientations into four quadrants, two of which 
are geared toward the self (openness to change and self-enhancement) and two of which 





Figure 3.2: 19 Basic Values 
Note: Taken from Schwartz et al. (2012), p. 669. 
Within the four quadrants are the 19 basic value divisions. The self-enhancement 
quadrant contains Power–dominance, Power–resources, Achievement, Face, and 
Hedonism. The latter two are closely related and cross the boundary into the conservation 
and openness to change quadrants respectively. The openness to change quadrant 
contains Self-direction–thought, Self-direction–action, Stimulation, and Hedonism. The 
self-transcendence quadrant includes Benevolence–dependability, Benevolence–caring, 
Universalism–concern, Universalism–nature, and Universalism–tolerance, and Humility, 
which crosses over into the conservation quadrant. The conservation quadrant contains 
Face, Security–personal, Security–societal, Tradition, Conformity–rules, Conformity–




The circle of values reflects the universe of human action motivations. Across 
different cultures and individuals, the weighting and importance of the value 
configuration varies, but the core underlying structure remains the same. The pursuit of 
specific values often requires trade-offs or de-emphasis of values that are orthogonally 
related. For instance, placing emphasis on self-direction (which encompasses creativity 
and freedom) requires a de-emphasis on conformity (which encompasses compliance and 
following rules). Social interactions are greatly impacted by individual emphases and 
trade-offs among the values. 
Table 3.1: Definitions of 19 Basic Values 
 
Note: Taken from Schwartz et al. (2012), p. 669.  
 
Values are abstract but they are expressed in the real world through their guidance 
of action decisions (Schwartz 2006). Schwartz (2004) links values to action decisions 
through a four-step process: the value must be made salient or turned on; values will lead 




influence interpretation and evaluation of situations; and finally, values orient and drive 
individual plans. The process consists of weighing events or perceptions of events against 
value goals and determining judgment of the events in terms of alignment with the value 
goals. Sagiv and Schwartz (1995) demonstrated that readiness for contact with the 
outgroup between Jews and Arabs was dependent on whether contact was perceived to be 
synergistic with individuals’ most highly prioritized values in both groups. Values have 
also been shown to influence voting behavior and political ideology (Caprara, Vecchione, 
& Schwartz 2009). Values also compete with normative pressures and they are sensitive 
to the structure of the social environment (Schwartz & Bardi 2003).  
It seems that values tend to be relatively stable, but they have been shown to 
evolve along with life circumstances and experiences. Whether individuals are capable or 
incapable of reaching value goals influences their relative prioritization (Schwartz & 
Bardi 1997) as does the structure of job duties and available career paths (Kohn & 
Schooner 1983) and whether individual socioeconomic status is secure or insecure 
(Inglehart 1997; see Schwartz 2015 for review). In longer-term life circumstances at 
least, changes in value orientations can lead to shifts in goals or ideals that impact action 
decisions. The current project looks at the potential for everyday interactions to acutely 
shift value priorities in ways that effect behavioral intentions toward others in the social 
arena.  
Immigrants, Value Conflicts, and Normative Violations 
At the broadest level, this study asks how individuals in communities grapple 
with immigrant-generated diversity. Many of the tensions that arise amidst immigrant 




into close contact in the context of established communities with established norms and 
value orientations. When values are orthogonally related in the circle of values as 
discussed above, they directly conflict with one another. Conflicting values are likely to 
lead to behaviors that undermine the goals of their orthogonally related values. When 
immigrants adhere to orthogonally related sets of value orientations in comparison to the 
majority in the established community, some of the action choices they exhibit may be 
perceived in the public arena by long-term residents as normative violations.  
Norms are generally defined as standard social behaviors within cultures. They 
enable predictable interactions with people in everyday living and they provide security 
in regards to what behaviors can be expected of others (Feld 2002). Social norms guide 
behavior outside of the force of law and those who violate them may face sanctions from 
social networks (Cialdini & Trost 1998) in the form of intolerance, rude or shaming 
behaviors, or exclusion. If the value orientations of immigrants conflict with those of 
long-term residents in such a way that the related behaviors violate social norms, they 
have the potential to create tension, raise anxiety, and attract social sanctioning. Indeed, 
Marcus, Wood, and Thiess-Morse (1998) defined normative violations as threats and 
showed that feelings of threat caused by the perception that groups had departed from 
normal, socially accepted behavior edged people toward intolerance of the norm 
violators.  
The tensions created by conflicting values are not the same as tensions created by 
racism. Racial prejudice is generally defined as “an unfair negative attitude toward a 
social group or a member of that group” (Dovidio & Gaertner 1999, p. 101). Prejudice is 




group to a set of traits or behavioral characteristics” (Hamilton & Sherman 2016, p. 3). 
Prejudice combines negative stereotypes and evaluations that together create 
predispositions to act negatively toward the target group (Sullivan et al. 1982). The type 
of negative evaluation of groups or individuals of focus in this project arises when an 
individual sees and interprets behavior in the public sphere as a violation of the 
established normative system in terms of their value criteria. The perceiver witnesses 
something that is real and threatening to them (factual) and they must process the event. 
As Gibson (2011) pointed out, “Perceptions of threat may be based upon prejudice, but 
they need not be, and one can well imagine that many perceptions of group threat are 
based on objective and realistic perceptions that have nothing to do with prejudice” (p. 7). 
Perceived threat from coming into contact with dissonant value orientations has been 
shown to be so strong, in fact, that it can wash out racial prejudice. Brandt et al. (2014) 
showed that among white conservative participants, prejudice against blacks completely 
disappeared when black individuals were portrayed as having similar political values to 
the white participants. 
Partisanship, in fact, is said by some to be a stronger divide than race in today’s 
social sphere (Iyengar & Westwood 2015). Interestingly, both conservatives and liberals 
are equally intolerant of those whose value orientations conflict with their own (Brandt et 
al. 2014; Crawford & Pilanski 2014; Sullivan, Piereson, & Marcus 1982). Those who 
most strongly emphasize and adhere to orthogonally related value sets (i.e. those on the 
far right and those on the far left in terms of political ideology) tend to have the most bias 
and animosity toward conflicting value orientations (Mason 2015). What is similar with 




long-term residents in communities is that in many cases both types of contentions are 
fundamentally based on conflicting values. What is at stake are “genuine differences 
about what is right and wrong” (Sniderman & Hagendoorn 2007, p. 9).  
When people are faced with values that conflict with their own most highly 
cherished beliefs and these conflicting values are made apparent through normative 
violations, anxiety increases because normative violations are felt as threats. This is 
“state” anxiety because it is induced by the environment. It is this sense of threat and 
subsequent feeling of anxiety that create the conditions for which a shift in value 
priorities may occur in order to protect the social norms one is accustomed to. It is 
important to note that this process is not more applicable to any specific type of person 
over another as the above-mentioned polarization studies demonstrate. What differs 
between individuals is the starting point of their value orientations. Different starting 
points will differentially impact which behavioral outcomes will occur in consequence of 
acute shifts in value priorities. People who are highly oriented toward conservation 
values tend to exist in a more trait-like state of anxiousness. They are focused on anxiety 
avoidance and protection. The theoretical relationship is made clear by looking at the 
circle of the basic values in Figure 3.2 and paying special attention to the outer most ring 
as it relates anxiety to the different value quadrants.  
Affective intelligence theory further underscores the underlying mechanisms. It 
describes two preconscious emotional systems in the limbic area of the brain. The 
dispositional system manages tried and true behaviors that are familiar and match 
expectations. The surveillance system is activated in high anxiety situations that are 




violation is witnessed, the surveillance system will be activated in response to the 
unfamiliar or otherwise dissonant behavior. When this system is turned on, people tend to 
think more deeply about their environment and think or act in ways that reflect these 
inner processes. For example, threat modifies levels of tolerance in predictable ways 
(Marcus, Wood, Theiss-Morse 1998). In terms of the 19 basic values, tolerance fits into 
the universalism value unit. Universalism-tolerance is characterized by “Acceptance and 
understanding of those who are different from oneself” (Schwartz et al. 2012, p. 669). A 
reduction of tolerance due to an increase of anxiety reflects a shift in emphasis from the 
universalism unit in the anxiety-free half of the values circle toward the half of the values 
circle that is motivated by anxiety avoidance. The shift is likely to cause acute emphasis 
on either the conservation or self-enhancement quadrants from which Power–dominance, 
Power–resources, Security–personal, Security–societal, Tradition, and Conformity–rules 
are all contenders. 
In sum, dissonance in value orientations between immigrants and long-term 
residents can create anxiety when they lead to perceived behavioral normative violations 
within the new cultural context. Anxiety may cause a shifted value orientation in long-
term residents aimed at self-protection or protection of the status quo against the 
perceived threat associated with normative violations. This shifting of value priorities, in 
turn, may lead to behavioral outcomes that are different than the outcomes normally 
expected of individuals based on their usual value orientation. For instance, if individuals 
normally oriented toward openness to change and self-transcendence shift to instead 
prioritize conservation or self-enhancement, it means people who tend to be open to 




paradox indeed if an inclusively oriented person finds themselves threatened or repelled 
by difference. Further, as the last chapter showed, people who are more exclusionary are 
not easily moved to be more inclusionary, but, do exclusionary tendencies necessarily 
translate to exclusionary behaviors in the social arena? This study examines the borders 
around openness to explain why the above paradox may sometimes occur in everyday life 
and it examines the reach of exclusive tendencies from attitudes to behavioral intentions.     
Theoretical Overview and Dependent Variables 
The baseline expectation is that long-term residents will naturally be inclined to 
evaluate the presence of immigrants based on their value orientations, which will 
differentially correspond to either liking or disliking the presence of immigrants in their 
communities. Liking or disliking immigrants should in turn lead to corresponding 
behavioral intention outcome patterns (Ajzen & Fishbein 2005; Ajzen & Gilbert 2008). 
Those whose values orient them to like immigrant diversity will naturally display 
behavioral outcomes that range from amiability to friendship in interactions with 
immigrants. Those whose values orient them to dislike immigrant diversity will display 
behavioral outcomes that range from social tolerance to intolerance with immigrants. 
When anxiety is introduced into scenarios by making normative violations salient, the 
outcomes will change for individuals across the like-dislike continuum. The anxiety 
induced changes will reflect the activation of the surveillance system, which is likely to 
lead all individuals to react more negatively toward the immigrants who are causing the 
anxiety by violating established normative behaviors or dress. Below, I discuss the 
specific value orientations expected to lead to the natural conditions of both liking and 




associated with each natural condition. Finally, I discuss how the behavioral intentions 
are expected to change under the condition of anxiety.  
Liking (amiability, friendship) and Disliking (social tolerance and intolerance) 
 This project conceptualizes both liking and disliking as a result of a person’s 
value orientations. Liking is generally understood as a positive evaluation of someone 
(Sternberg 1987; Veksler & Eden 2017; Wojciszke et al. 2009). It is associated with a 
willingness (at the low end) or a desire (at the high end) to engage positively with the 
object of liking in the future (Veksler & Eden 2017). If interacting with someone fulfills 
or is complimentary to the value goals one emphasizes, then individuals are more likely 
to “like” the person with whom they are interacting. If interacting with someone 
contradicts the value goals one emphasizes, then individuals are more likely to “dislike” 
the person with whom they are interacting. Disliking is the result of a negative evaluation 
of someone based on one’s own value orientation.  
 The evaluations of liking and disliking have different implications for behaviors 
and are results of different underlying motivations. If a long-term resident has a positive 
evaluation of an immigrant individual or group, they will approach or react to interactions 
with them from a positive perspective where the effect is somewhere between amiability 
and friendliness. Amiability is defined as being agreeable, pleasant, and good natured.8 
Friendliness is generally defined as mutual affection, favoring or promoting something, 
or the absence of hostility.9 Liking someone, then, means you are inclined to treat them 
kindly and perhaps even have some level of affection for them. Importantly, kindness 
                                               
8 Dictionary.com. Amiable. < https://www.dictionary.com/browse/amiability > 




toward those who are liked does not require a lot of effort or entail any sort of cognitive 
struggle.  
If, on the other hand, a long-term resident has a negative evaluation of an 
immigrant individual or group, they will approach interactions with them from a negative 
perspective. Behaviors resulting from negative evaluations range from social tolerance to 
intolerance. Intolerance reflects an unwillingness to share social space with those who are 
disliked or those who are members of minority groups (Kirchner, Freitag, & Rapp 2011; 
Tir & Singh 2015). It is associated with feelings of threat (Marcus, Wood, Theiss-Morse 
1998) and entails social pressure to conform (Gibson 1992). Intolerance may be 
associated with unkind actions or behaviors or even outright degradation. Social tolerance 
is symbiotically linked to intolerance as both stem from a foundation of disliking or 
disapproving (Walsham 2006), but social tolerance reflects an effort to overcome 
negative impulses toward others. Social tolerance is tolerating others in response to the 
necessity of coexisting in order to establish harmony in society regardless of differing 
values and behaviors (Kirchner, Freitag, & Rapp 2011). Social tolerance may lead to 
displays of kindness, but it is likely a kindness achieved through some level of cognitive 
struggling and perhaps constraint.10 
 Liking. The value orientations that are naturally expected to lead to liking 
immigrants and immigrant generated diversity in one’s community are located in the self-
transcendence and openness to change quadrants of the values circle. Self-transcendence 
                                               
10 A distinction must be made between the concept of social tolerance and the universalism-tolerance value 
in Schwartz’s continuum. Social tolerance stems from a foundation of disliking difference whereas the 
universalism-tolerance value is defined by acceptance and understanding of those who are different. In this 
project, universalism-tolerance is one of the elements of the measure of individual value orientation while 





values include humility (which overlaps with the conservation quadrant), universalism, 
and benevolence. In the values continuum (Schwartz et al. 2012), humility is an 
understanding of “one’s insignificance in the larger scheme of things” (p. 669). 
Universalism has three different components: concern, nature, and tolerance. 
Universalism-concern is related to the civil liberties of equality and justice for everyone. 
Universalism-nature is the desire to preserve and protect nature. Universalism-tolerance 
is defined by acceptance and understanding of those who are different. Universalism-
concern and tolerance are expected to positively correlate with the behaviors associated 
with liking (amiability and friendliness).  
Benevolence has two different components: dependability and caring. The former 
is focused on being reliable and trustworthy toward the ingroup, the latter on ensuring the 
welfare of ingroup members. If immigrants are accepted as legitimate members of the 
community, benevolence is expected to positively correlate with liking behaviors. If 
immigrants are not accepted as legitimate members of the community, then the 
relationship between benevolence and liking is expected to be weaker or negative as 
benevolence motivated behaviors are generally understood to apply to the ingroup. 
However, if one naturally emphasizes self-transcendence values they are likely to be 
more accepting of difference because both benevolence and universalism values are 
located in the self-transcendence quadrant. The boundaries of group membership for this 
orientation then are likely be more inclusive leading to the extension of benevolent 
related behaviors to a wider range of people. Therefore, the overarching expectation for 
this quadrant is that emphasizing self-transcendence values will correlate positively with 




 Openness to change values include self-direction, stimulation, and hedonism. 
Self-direction includes two components: thought and action. Self-direction-thought is an 
emphasis on the importance of independently forming one’s thoughts and abilities. Self-
direction-action emphasizes the importance of freedom of action. Those who emphasize 
self-direction values want to form their own opinions, which means that stereotypes may 
have less influence on them (Sagiv & Schwartz 1995). They are likely to view diversity 
as an opportunity to learn. The related value of stimulation enhances the desire for novel 
experiences and ideas, something that exposure to different cultures and ways of life can 
provide. Hedonism motivates sensuous gratification and pleasure, goals that are not 
expected to be relevant in everyday interactions with immigrants (Sagiv & Schwartz 
1995). Therefore, overall: 
H1: An emphasis on values located in the self-transcendence and openness to change 
quadrants will tend to correlate positively with liking behaviors of amiability and 
friendliness toward immigrants.  
Disliking. The values located in the conservation quadrant are humility (which 
overlaps with the self-transcendence quadrant) conformity, tradition, security, and face 
(which overlaps with the self-enhancement quadrant). As discussed above, humility is 
about situating one’s self understanding in the context of the wider scheme of the world. 
Conformity, tradition, and security are oriented toward preserving the status quo (Sagiv 
& Schwartz 1995; Schwartz et al. 2012). The two components of conformity are 
interpersonal and rules. Conformity-interpersonal reflects an emphasis on conflict 
avoidance with or avoidance of harm toward other people. Conformity-rules emphasizes 




preserving cultural, family, or religious traditions” (2012, p. 669). Security has two 
components: societal and personal. Security-societal is related to emphasizing “safety and 
stability of the wider society,” (2012, p. 669). Security-personal represents an emphasis 
on individual safety. Face represents an emphasis on goals of security and social power 
by maintaining a clean and untarnished public image. 
Conservation quadrant values are generally expected to correlate positively with 
either social tolerance or intolerance. Interacting with immigrants who may have different 
value orientations than one’s own may appear to threaten the harmony and stability 
associated with established norms leading individuals oriented toward conservation to 
dislike immigrants. Individuals who emphasize conformity-rules are expected to 
diligently restrain behaviors that would violate established rules and laws and to expect 
that behavior from others. They will likely feel threatened by difference that does not 
conform to usual social standards and tend to dislike immigrant diversity, which may lead 
to social intolerance. However, with the interplay of conformity-personal, individuals 
who emphasize conformity also are likely to be motivated to restrain behaviors that 
would upset harmony with other people in everyday social interactions. This latter effect 
may lead to a positive correlation with social tolerance instead of intolerance.  
Emphasizing tradition values means that a person has wholly accepted prevailing 
customs, religious traditions, and norms that are common to the status quo. Evaluations 
of dissonant cultures are likely to be negative and perceived as threatening the more one 
cherishes and invests in particular belief systems such as religion or patriotism, leading to 
the expectation of a positive correlation with intolerance, the more negative side of 




with social tolerance. If an individual is oriented toward conservation coupled with the 
understanding of their own insignificance in the wider scheme of things, they are likely to 
be socially tolerant regardless of discomfort associated with nonconformance of social 
standards because they can conceive of their discomfort from within larger schemes of 
social stability. Those oriented toward the face value in terms of the conservation 
quadrant are tough to form expectations about. When face is more closely related to 
conservation, the social context is likely to dictate how feelings and behaviors toward 
immigrants will play out. The desire for personal security and power through the 
maintenance of one’s reputation will likely lead to whatever behaviors garner social 
admiration. The expectation for this value will therefore remain neutral and exploratory.  
Taken together: 
H2: An emphasis on values located in the conservation quadrant will tend to correlate 
positively with the disliking behaviors of social tolerance and intolerance toward 
immigrants.   
The values located in the self-enhancement quadrant are face (which overlaps 
with the conservation quadrant), power, achievement, and hedonism (which overlaps 
with the openness to change quadrant). Expectations for the face value will again remain 
neutral and exploratory for the reasons discussed above. Power consists of two 
components: dominance and resources. The former reflects emphasis on power over 
people and the latter reflects emphasis on “power through control over material and 
social resources” (Schwartz et al. 2012, p. 669). If long-term residents feel that they are 
in a position of power in terms of being higher in the social status hierarchy than 




believe they would naturally dislike immigrant diversity. If immigrants are seen as viable 
competitors for status, then individuals who emphasize power will likely feel more 
anxious at their presence and dislike them.   
Achievement values are oriented around personal success in the social world. 
Behaviors associated with self-enhancement values are context dependent because the 
context of the social environment will determine what behaviors are required to be 
successful in it. In the U.S. context, many recent immigrants still have a minority status 
but often there is diversity in work and educational environments. Further, the U.S. is a 
liberal society where nonacceptance of diversity can hinder one’s success or progress in 
many social and professional settings and would therefore call for masking dislike if one 
were naturally inclined in that direction but also sought power and achievement. As 
previously discussed, those who are naturally inclined to dislike immigrant diversity will 
likely tend to be oriented toward conservation values. Therefore, if individuals are 
oriented toward power and achievement but also emphasize conservation values, a 
positive correlation with social tolerance is expected because the dual goals associated 
with these quadrants will require constraint of the tendency to dislike diversity. If 
individuals are oriented toward self-enhancement values but do not also emphasize 
conservation values, there will likely be little to no correlation between self-enhancement 
and social tolerance. In the latter case, if immigrants do not pose a threat to status and 
authority, they may even provide opportunities to exercise it, which could translate into a 
positive correlation between self-enhancement and the liking outcomes of amiability and 




H3: An emphasis on values located in the self-enhancement quadrant coupled with an 
emphasis on the conservation quadrant will tend to correlate positively with the disliking 
behaviors of social tolerance and intolerance toward immigrants.   
H4: An emphasis on values located in the self-enhancement quadrant that is not coupled 
with an emphasis on the conservation quadrant will tend to correlate positively with the 
liking behaviors of amiability and friendship.   
Value Shifts Under Conditions of Anxiety  
As discussed above, when anxiety is introduced into scenarios by making 
normative violations salient, the behavioral outcomes are expected to change for 
individuals across the like-dislike continuum. The anxiety induced changes will reflect 
the activation of the surveillance system. When this system is turned on, people tend to 
think more deeply about their environment and will act or think in ways that are out of 
the ordinary from their usual cognitive processes. Conservation values are oriented in 
order to protect from threat, reduce anxiety, and uphold the status quo. In the face of 
perceiving normative violations committed by people with conflicting value orientations, 
conservation values will likely be activated in individuals, even if those individuals are 
normally oriented toward orthogonal quadrants like openness to change. This means that 
across the board of natural value orientations, when long-term residents witness 
normative violations they will become anxious. Under this condition of anxiety, value 
priorities associated with liking will be reordered while value priorities associated with 




H4: An emphasis on values located in the self-transcendence and openness to change 
quadrants will tend to correlate positively with the disliking behaviors of social tolerance 
and intolerance toward immigrants under conditions of anxiety.   
H5: An emphasis on values located in the conservation and self-enhancement quadrants 
will tend to correlate more strongly with the disliking behaviors of social tolerance and 
intolerance toward immigrants under conditions of anxiety.   
Table 3.2: Value Orientations and Associated Behavioral Outcomes 
Value Orientation Low Anxiety Behavioral 
Outcome (Natural 
Orientation) 
High Anxiety Behavioral 
Outcome 
Self-Transcendence  Hypotheses 1: 
Liking (amiability and/or 
friendliness) 
Hypotheses 1a: 
Disliking (social tolerance 
or intolerance) 
Openness to Change Hypotheses 2: 
Liking (amiability and/or 
friendliness) 
Hypotheses 2a: 
Disliking (social tolerance 
or intolerance) 
Conservation Hypotheses 3: 
Disliking (social tolerance 
or intolerance) 
Hypotheses 3a: 
Stronger association with 






Disliking (social tolerance 
or intolerance) 
Hypotheses 4a: 
Stronger association with 






Liking (amiability and/or 
friendliness) 
Hypotheses 5a: 
Disliking (social tolerance 
or intolerance)  
 
3.2 Study Design  
 
The primary objective of this study was to examine the relationships between the 
value orientations of long-term residents and their everyday attitudes and behaviors 
toward immigrants in conditions of both low and high anxiety. Two studies were 
conducted to test the hypotheses. Both studies were designed as between-subjects survey 




to the survey vignettes based on findings from the pilot study. Both studies used 
Schwartz’s PVQ5X Value measure to capture the independent variable, the same 18-item 
like/dislike measure, and the same 14-item behavioral measure.11 Please see Study 1: 
Appendix A for description and most important results of the pilot study. The focus below 
is on Study 2. 
Survey Experiment Procedure for Study 2 
The primary objective of this study was to examine the relationships between the 
value orientations of long-term residents and their attitudes and behaviors toward 
immigrants in conditions of both low and high anxiety. A between-subjects survey 
experiment where participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions was 
utilized to this end. To measure values, participants completed the PVQ5X Value survey. 
After completing the values measure, participants were randomly assigned to either a 
control (neutral) or an experiment (normative violation) condition. In each condition, all 
participants read a description of an immigrant, followed by indices that measured 
whether they liked or disliked the immigrant and then whether they would partake in 
different behaviors toward the immigrant. Participants either read the control condition 
vignette or the experimental condition vignette. The control vignette neutrally described 
Ali as a person who has a family, enjoys baseball, and likes to travel. The experimental 
condition vignette described Ali as coming from a Middle Eastern country and 
conforming to a traditional sect of Islam that requires his wife to wear a burka and niqab 
                                               
11 The pilot study had two parts, the original pilot, and then a second, shortened, vignette-manipulation-test 
round of data collection that tested a revised version of the vignettes. In the latter, the sole purpose was to 
test whether the revised vignette structure performed as expected. Therefore, the PVQ5X, 15 of the 18 
like/dislike items, and 13 of the 14 behavioral items were dropped from the survey in this round of data 
collection. The items were added back in for the second study in which the purpose was again to test the 




when she leaves the house. The experiment condition went on to describe Ali and his 
family swimming at a pool in traditional Muslim attire and showed three images that 
corresponded to the description (see Appendix C, Table C.3.2 for vignette structure).12 
Following the vignettes, participants were asked a battery of questions measuring 
whether they liked or disliked the immigrant. The like-dislike measures were then 
followed by a list of behaviors that could occur in everyday life such as sitting next to the 
immigrant on a bench at the local shopping mall. Participants were first asked whether 
they would partake in the behavior and then they were asked to rate how easy or how 
difficult the behaviors would be for them to endorse in social interactions with the 
described immigrant.  
Data Collection 
Qualtrics was used to create the online survey experiment. Data were collected 
through Prolific, an online survey firm that maintains a diverse panel of web-based 
survey participants. Participants were screened to ensure they were American citizens and 
also resided in the United States at the time the survey was taken. Participants took the 
survey on their own computers when it was convenient for them. Prolific provides lists of 
surveys to potential participants that provide information about the length of the survey 
and the compensation if they choose to participate. The sample for Study 2 consisted of 
388 observations. An attention check analysis was completed using two screen 
                                               
12 A third vignette was originally included in Study 2 to test whether adding “extremely hot” to the 
description of the summer day that Ali and his family were swimming would have an impact (See Appendix 
C, Table C.3.1 for all 3 vignettes). There were no statistical differences in found between the normative 
violation experiment condition and the normative violation experiment condition that added the descriptive 




questions.13 About 46% of the sample were male and 56% were female. The sample was 
about 52% Democrat, 48% Republican. In terms of political ideology, the sample was 
about 40% liberal, 16% middle of the road, and 44% conservative.  
Measures 
The explanatory variable is value orientation. Anxiety is a moderator that is 
introduced in the experimental manipulation through the norm violation vignette. The 
outcome variables are behaviors associated with the mediating attitudes of liking (related 
to amiability and friendliness) and disliking (related to social tolerance and intolerance). 
Individuals’ value orientation was measured with Schwartz’s Values Survey (PVQ5X). 
This is a 57-item index that has a version for males and a version for females. Each item 
describes an attribute of a person (a male for the male oriented version and a female for 
the female oriented version). The respondent rates on a 6-option scale (very much like 
me, like me, some-what like me, a little like me, not like me, not like me at all) how 
closely like them the person described in the item is on that aspect. Some examples from 
the index include: “Being creative is important to him”; “He thinks it is important to be 
ambitious”; “Having order and stability in society is important to him”; “He thinks 
people should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watching”; “Being very 
successful is important to him”; “He strongly believes that he should care for nature”; 
                                               
13 A screen question was asked after each vignette that read “What is the composition of Ali’s family?” 
Response options were: 1 = Ali has a wife and two children (correct answer), 2 = Ali is single and has two 
children (incorrect), 3 = Ali has a wife and three children, and 4 = Select this answer is you would like to 
be redirected to read the paragraph about Ali again before answering this question. In all, 71 respondents 
selected incorrect answers. A screen variable was made where 1 = participants who answered the screen 
question correctly, 2 = those who got Ali’s number of children wrong, and 3 = those who answered Ali’s 
marital status incorrectly. A series of ANOVAs and linear regressions were run with the screen question as 
the primary predictor and different dependent variables. There were no significant differences found 
between those who answered the number of children question incorrectly and those who answered the 
screen correctly across all of the tests. Therefore, following Alvarez et al. 2019, those respondents were not 




“She works to promote harmony and peace among diverse groups”; “She takes advantage 
of every opportunity to have fun”; “She wants everyone to be treated justly, even people 
she doesn’t know”; “obeying all the laws is important to her”; “It is important to her to 
work against threats to the world of nature”; “Learning things for herself and improving 
her abilities is important to her” (see full item list in Appendix D).  
Factor Analysis of Value Variables 
 Factor analysis using STATA 15.1 was performed to create four values indices, 
one for each of the value quadrants (openness to change, self-transcendence, self-
enhancement, and conservation; see Appendix D, Table D.3.1 for full list of value items 
and corresponding codes). Oblique rotation was specified because it is likely that at least 
openness to change and self-transcendence factors correlate. The openness to change 
index included 12-items (three self-direction-thought items, three self-direction-action 
items, three stimulation items, and three hedonism items). The Eigenvalue for the index 
was 4.2120 (α = .8541), range = 27 to 72, M = 55.35, std = 8.40. The self-transcendence 
index included 15-items (three universalism-tolerance items, three universalism-nature 
items, three universalism-caring items, three benevolence-caring items, three 
benevolence-dependability items, and one humility item). The self-transcendence index 
Eigenvalue was 5.2822 (α =.8857), range = 28 to 90, M = 71.3, std = 10.66. The self-
enhancement index included 10-items (one face item, three power-dominance items, 
three power-resource items, and three achievement items). The self-enhancement index 
Eigenvalue was 5.0242 (α = .9055), range = 10 to 60, M = 33.59, std = 10.56. Finally, the 
conservation index included 12-items (three security-personal items, three security-




index Eigenvalue was 4.6661 (α = .8748), range = 23 to 72 M = 51.26, std = 10.43. See 
Tables 3.3 through 3.6 for factor loadings, correlations, and alphas. After the indices were 
created, they were recoded to range from 0 to 1. 







SDT1 .4677 .4315 .8517 
SDT2 .5199 .4789 .8462 
SD13 .5356 .4898 .8456 
SDA1 .5848 .5185 .8445 
SDA2 .4311 .3895 .8534 
SDA3 .5903 .5297 .8433 
ST1 .6498 .6082 .8368 
ST2 .6263 .5604 .8408 
ST3 .7350 .6807 .8310 
HE1 .6616 .5948 .8385 
HE2 .6414 .5850 .8394 
HE3 .5966 .5319 .8426 
 







UNT1 .4338 .4042 .8782 
UNT2 .4904 .4659 .8760 
UNT3 .3251 .3071 .8857 
UNN1 .5987 .5501 .8730 
UNN2 .5283 .4878 .8753 
UNN3 .5094 .4713 .8758 
UNC1 .7210 .6662 .8668 
UNC2 .6548 .6031 .8699 
UNC3 .6882 .6343 .8688 
BEC1 .6688 .6111 .8695 
BEC2 .6408 .5932 .8704 
BEC3 .6589 .5953 .8702 
BED1 .6635 .6255 .8687 
BED2 .6325 .5877 .8707 
BED3 .5443 .5030 .8745 
Note: Although UNT3 (Universalism-Tolerance understanding) loaded low at .3251, the overall 












FAC2 .5695 .5350 .9035 
POD1 .7528 .7151 .8927 
POD2 .6106 .5906 .9006 
POD3 .7565 .7153 .8926 
POR1 .7839 .7445 .8907 
POR2 .8478 .8022 .8868 
POR3 .6453 .5986 .8999 
AC1 .8086 .7636 .8897 
AC2 .7258 .6716 .8956 
AC3 .5077 .4874 .9068 
 







SEP1 .4627 .4243 .8732 
SEP2 .4411 .4015 .8735 
SEP3 .4828 .4353 .8720 
SES1 .6971 .6180 .8616 
SES2 .7237 .6459 .8599 
SES3 .6159 .5824 .8649 
TR1 .7716 .7170 .8545 
TR2 .6488 .5911 .8642 
TR3 .6877 .6296 .8608 
COR1 .5518 .5189 .8678 
COR2 .6428 .6027 .8627 
COR3 .6544 .6137 .8619 
 
Factor Analysis on Like/Dislike Items 
 
Whether participants liked or disliked the described immigrant was measured with 
an index including modified items from several different sources. Response options 
spread across a 4-point scale that ranges from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (definitely true). 
Examples include: “I think that Ali exhibits good judgment”; “I think that future 




family better”; “I think Ali could be a friend of mine”; “It would be difficult to meet and 
talk with Ali”; “Ali just wouldn’t fit in to my circle of friends” (see Appendix B Table 
3.2: Like/Dislike Index for full index item list). 
In total, there were 18 like/dislike measures in the survey for each immigrant (see 
Appendix Table 3.2). Unrotated, Promax rotated, and Varimax rotated factor analyses in 
STATA 15.1 were performed on all 18 items. Because the Promax and Varimax rotations 
showed the same factor loadings, the Varimax (uncorrelated) results are reported below 
for the sake of a simpler structure (DeVellis 2017, pp. 180-185). The liking index 
included all 18-like measures, Eigenvalue = 8.2428 (α = .9346), range = 18 to 72, M = 
53.1, std = 11.45. After the index was created, it was recoded to range from 0 to 1. 
Table 3.7: Factor Loadings and Alphas for Like Index 
Variable Factor Corr With 
Total 
Alpha 
18. Like .8167 .7834 .9282 
17. Should not serve as 
example 
.6780 .6518 .9308 
16. Admiration .6868 .6496 .9308 
15. Respect .7533 .7227 .9292 
14. Loyal .4867 .4632 .9343 
13. Probably unfair  .7001 .6765 .9304 
12. Not like .6347 .6126 .9316 
11. Cold feelings  .5870 .5627 .9325 
9. Could not be friends .4952 .4768 .9347 
10. Know more .6621 .6239 .9314 
8.Would not fit in .7055 .6854 .9301 
7.Difficult to meet .6358 .6161 .9315 
6. Could be Friends .7669 .7313 .9290 
5. Get to know .7105 .6706 .9303 
4. Interaction 
Undesirable 
.7021 .6799 .9303 
3. Good judge .7251 .6887 .9300 
2. Dislike .6941 .6711 .9303 








The behavior measures are a mix of both modified and novel items. First, 
respondents were asked whether they would partake in the behavior described. Examples 
include: “If Ali sat down next to you on a public bench at the local mall would you be 
able to sit by him?”; “Would you socialize with Ali at a social function?”; “Would you 
smile at Ali if he was the salesperson scanning your items at the supermarket?”; “Would 
you consent to having Ali’s desk next to yours at your job”; “Could you be friends with 
Ali?”; “Would you listen to Ali explain his beliefs about life?” Following a “yes” or “no” 
answer to each question, respondents are asked to rate how difficult the decision to 
partake or not to partake in the behaviors would be for them by selecting their response 
from a 6-option scale: 1 = extremely difficult; 2 = moderately difficult; 3 =  slightly 
difficult; 4 = slightly easy; 5 = moderately easy; or 6 =  extremely easy (see Appendix B 
for actual response scale).  
The 14 behavioral questions measured the underlying motivation and the 
behavioral outcome, both assumed to be driven by individual values and attitudes toward 
the described immigrants. The motivational drivers (described in detail above) include 
intolerance, social tolerance, amiability, and friendship. If a person answered “no” to any 
of the behavioral questions, they were demonstrating some level of intolerance. If they 
answered “yes” to the behavioral questions, they may have been demonstrating social 
tolerance, amiability, or friendship. The difficulty ratings of the “yes” or “no” answers 
were designed to disentangle the motivations underlying the behaviors. For example, 
behavioral question item number nine (Appendix E, Table E.3.2) asks “Would you 




could have been demonstrating either social tolerance, amiability, or friendliness. If they 
were demonstrating social tolerance, there should have been an underlying cognitive 
struggle present because they are driven from a more negative evaluation of the described 
immigrant. It is necessary for the end of social tolerance to overcome negative feelings in 
order to be polite. If the respondent answered “yes” that that they would socialize with 
the immigrant at a function and then also rated the difficulty of their decision in the range 
from response option 1 =  extremely difficult, up to 3 = slightly difficult, this was taken 
as indicative of that underlying struggle. In contrast, if the participant was demonstrating 
friendliness, this decision should be easy and its corresponding difficulty rating would be 
6 =  extremely easy. If the respondent was demonstrating amiability without the desire or 
interest to get to know the person more (the latter of which indicate friendliness), the 
difficulty rating of the decision should be 4 = slightly easy to 5 = moderately easy. This 
latter rating range indicates a relative ease of the decision to be agreeable and pleasant 
but also is slightly indicative of some cognitive boundaries that could potentially prevent 
the open pursuit of friendship, or in the least, indicate of a lack of interest in the pursuit of 
friendship. 
Factor Analysis on Behavioral Items 
The behavior items were recoded to combine the yes and no answers. This 
produced 14-items, each of which ranged from 1 = No – Extremely easy to 12 = Yes – 
Extremely easy. The full index Eigenvalue was 6.1316 (α = .9178), range = 14 to 168, M 
= 140.04, std = 28.82. Table 3.8 shows the factor loadings and alphas for the items. 
Recall that the difficulty rating (1 = No, Extremely easy to 12 = Yes, Extremely easy) 




social tolerance, amiability, and friendliness) behind stated behavioral intentions. A 
coding scheme was devised for this purpose that split the behavioral intention index into 
four sections according to difficulty ratings, each corresponding to one of the underlying 
motivators (see Table 3.9 below).14 Finally, the behavioral intention index was recoded to 
range from 0 to 1, the range adjustments are located in the third column of Table 3.9.  






1. Polite at supermarket .5009 .4489 .9097 
2. Allow in line .4429 .4032 .9110 
3. Give directions to store .4848 .4317 .9102 
4. Sit by on public bench .6086 .5781 .9052 
5. Smile at in supermarket .5210 .4793 .9085 
6. Partner with on project .7685 .7379 .8990 
7. Desk neighbor at job .6951 .6581 .9031 
8. Comfortable as next-door 
neighbor 
.7537 .7201 .8996 
9. Socialize with at function .7658 .7401 .8989 
10. Listen to explanation of 
beliefs about life 
.6331 .6082 .9041 
11. Invite to home .7569 .7234 .8996 
12. Could be friends .7530 .7226 .8994 
13. Invite to BBQ .7294 .7020 .9005 




                                               
14 Theoretically, intolerance was defined by answering “no” to the behavior items. The Likert response 
items that corresponded with “no” were 1 through 6. Fourteen total items multiplied by 6 equals 84. Social 
tolerance was defined as answering yes, but with difficulty, corresponding to Likert response items 7 
through 9. Nine multiplied by 14-items equals 126. Amiability corresponded with “yes” answers that came 
relatively easily, which corresponded with Likert options 10 and 11. Eleven multiplied by 14-items equals 
154. Friendliness corresponded with answering “yes” with ease. This was Likert response item number 12. 
Twelve multiplied by 14-items equals 168. Because participants were able to rate each behavior item at 
different levels of difficulty there were numbers in between the pure ranges. For example, if a respondent 
answered yes to all of the items and rated the difficulty level at 10 Slightly easy every time, they would 
score 140. However, if they sometimes answered 9 Slightly difficult, this would put their overall score 
somewhere between 126 and 140. Therefore, the ranges in between that indicated people answered at 
different difficulty ratings for different items were added to the lower range (i.e. intolerance ranged from 14 
to 97, rather than 14 to 84) except in the amiability section where some variability was afforded to 




Table 3.9: Behavioral Intention Motivations 
Motivation  Behavioral Index Score 
Range 
Recoded from 0 to 1 
Intolerance 14 to 97 0 to .5325 
Social Tolerance 98 to 139 .5326 to .8117 
Amiability  140 to 160 .8118 to .9481 
Friendliness 161 to 168 .9482 to 1 
 
Feeling Variables  
 
 In order to capture the emotions roused by the vignettes, a set of nine feeling 
questions were included in the survey after participants read the vignette. The question 
format was: “How anxious would you say Ali makes you feel?” This format was the 
same for all nine questions, one for each of the feelings: anxious, uncomfortable, uneasy, 
resentful, angry, disgusted, hopeful, enthusiastic, and proud. The responses ranged from 1 
= Not [insert feeling] at all to 4 = Extremely [insert feeling]. The feeling list is intended 
to capture not just anxiety (anxious, uncomfortable, and uneasy), but also resentment 
(resentful, angry, and disgusted), and enthusiasm (hopeful, enthusiastic, and proud). This 
emotional distinction is made by Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen (2000), who 
disentangle anxiousness from resentment and enthusiasm by defining the former as 
situational and related to new and unexpected circumstances while the latter two are 
related to the execution of preformed action plans based on past attitude formation 
toward the object. Specifically, the authors state that “enthusiasm is associated with a 
plan of action or achievement and aversion is associated with a plan of avoidance or 
conflict” (p. 165).  
Measuring participants feelings in this way serves a couple of purposes. First, the 
feeling measures provide another way to check the effectiveness of the vignettes. If the 




feel significantly more negative toward Ali than those in the neutral condition. Second, 
they can provide a deeper understanding of the relationship and interaction between 
values, attitudes, and behaviors toward immigrants because they are one of the 
underlying mechanisms between values and attitudes that likely impact behavioral 
intentions. Three feeling indices were created. Anxiety included anxiousness, discomfort, 
and uneasiness, Eigenvalue = 2.2329 (α = .9098), range = 3 to 12, M = 4.40, std = 2.28. 
Aversion included disgust, anger, and resentment, Eigenvalue = 1.9617 (α = .8685), 
range = 3 to 12, M = 3.87, std = 1.81. Enthusiasm included hope, enthusiasm, and pride, 
Eigenvalue = 1.9556 (α = .8709), range = 3 to 12, M = 9.36, std = 2.50. See Table 3.10 
for factor loading and item alphas.  






Anxiety    
Uneasy .8974 .8551 .8399 
Discomfort .8789 .8341 .8594 
Anxiousness .8094 .7754 .9071 
Aversion    
Disgust .8510 .7916 .7747 
Anger .8107 .7509 .8177 
Resentment .7618 .7128 .8496 
Enthusiasm    
Hope .8154 .7609 .8108 
Enthusiasm .8056 .7520 .8205 




 Control variables include several factors likely to influence attitudes toward 
immigrants. People oriented toward different political ideologies have been shown to 
view immigration according to generalized patterns. Conservatives and Republicans tend 




& Christ 2007; Citrin et al. 2009). Liberals and Democrats tend to have more positive 
attitudes toward immigration (Citrin et al. 2009; Kunovich 2009; Fussel 2014). Ideology 
was therefore accounted for, respondents were asked where they placed themselves on a 
liberal to conservative 7-point scale, 1 = Extremely conservative to 7 = Extremely liberal. 
Partisanship was measured with the question: “Generally speaking, do you consider 
yourself a Republican, a Democrat, an independent, or something else?” Response 
options ranged from 1 = Republican, 2 = Democrat, 3 = Independent/Other. A follow-up 
question asked Republican respondents “How strong of a Republican are you?: 1 = A 
strong Republican or 2 = Not a very strong republican.” Respondents who answered as 
Democrats were given the same follow-up question worded for Democrats. Respondents 
who answered as independents were asked the follow-up question, “Do you lean more 
toward the Democratic or Republican party?” Response options were either 1 = 
Democratic or 2 = Republican. Independents who leaned toward Republicans were 
recoded into the “Not very strong Republican” category and independents who lean 
toward the Democratic party were recoded as “Not very strong Democrats.” Initial and 
follow-up partisanship items were combined into one partisanship variable with response 
options ranging from: 1 = Strong Democrat, 2 = Not very strong Democrat, 3 = Not very 
strong Republican, and 4 = Strong Republican. A correlation matrix showed that political 
ideology and partisanship were highly correlated (p = .8066), political ideology was 
included in the below analyses and partisanship was not in order to avoid 
multicollinearity between them.  
Perceptions of economic threat have also been shown to correlate with negative 




2010). Respondents were asked whether they believe the national economy has gotten 
better, stayed the same, or gotten worse over the last year. This variable was recoded so 
that a higher score indicated more positive feelings toward the economy (1 = gotten 
worse, 2 = stayed the same, 3 = gotten better). Interpretation of this variable will need to 
take the Covid-19 pandemic into consideration. The pandemic will likely cause many 
more people than usual report negative perceptions of the economy. Social trust has also 
been shown to impact whether immigrant-generated diversity is well received (Herreros 
& Criado 2009; Kesler & Bloemraad 2010). Respondents were asked whether most 
people can be trusted (1) or whether you can’t be too careful in dealing with people (0). 
In order to examine whether people in more densely populated areas attitudes toward 
immigration differed from those in less populated areas respondents were asked “about 
how many people live in your city or town?” Response options ranged across eight 
population specific categories: < 50,000 (about 27%); between 51,000 and 100,000 
(about 19%); between 101,000 and 150,000 (about 9%); between 150,000 and 300,000 
(about 10%); between 301,000 and 600,000 (about 9%); between 601,000 and 800,000 
(about 7%); between 801,000 to 1 million (about 5%); and > 1 million (about 16%). 
The analysis also included several relevant sociodemographic variables: gender (1 
= female, 0 = male); race (1 = white, 2 = black, 3 = Hispanic/Latino, 4 = Asian, 5 = 
other) religious affiliation (1 = Christian, 2 = None, 3 = other), and income (1. <$25,000 
2. $26,000-$40,000, 3. $41,000-$59,000, 4. $60,000-$79,000, 5. $80,000-$99,000, 6. 
$100,000-$149,000, 7. $150,000-$199,000, 8. >= $250,000). Non-dummy control 
variables were recoded to range from 0 to 1, except religion and race.  





In order to check whether the experiment manipulation was effective, two 
manipulation check questions were asked after each vignette. The first was, “Based on 
the description you just read, how different would you say Ali's values are from your 
values? Response options were 1 = Not different at all, 2 = Somewhat different, 3 = 
Pretty different, and 4 = Extremely different. The second manipulation check question 
was “Based on the description you just read, how unusual would you say Ali's values are 
compared to typical American values?” Response options were 1 = Not unusual at all, 2 
= Somewhat unusual, 3 = Pretty unusual, and 4 = Extremely unusual. See Table 3.11 
below for full view of descriptive statistics.  
Table 3.11: Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 (Ali – Prolific Sample)  
Variable N M/% Metric SD Min Max 
Behavior 388 .818 14-item index .187 0 1 
Self-transcendence 388 .698 15-item index .17 0 1 
Conservation 388 .577 12-item index .21 0 1 
Self-enhancement  388 .472 10-item index .21 0 1 
Openness to 
change 
388 .630 12-item index .19 0 1 
Liking 388  18-item index .21 0 1 
Feeling Indices 
  Anxiety 
  Aversion 
   











Anxiety: 3-item index 
(anxiousness, discomfort, 
uneasiness) 
Aversion: 3-item index 
(resentment, anger, disgust) 



















  Neutral 







 .47 0 1 
Gender 
  Male (0) 







Do you identify as male or 
female? 
.50 0 1 
Partisanship 
  Strong Democrat 
  Not Strong Dem 
  Not Strong Rep 











Generally speaking, do you 
consider yourself a 
Republican, a Democrat, an 
independent, or something 
else?  
.37 0 1 




  Extr Liberal 
  Liberal 
  Middle 
  Conservative 











days about liberals and 
conservatives. Where would 




  High School 
  Some College 
  Bachelor’s 
  Master’s 













What level of education have 
you completed?  
.25 0 1 
Income 
   <$25,000 
   $26k-$40k 
   $41k-$59k 
   $60k-$79k 
   $80k-$99k 
   $100k-$149k 
   $150k-$199k 
   $200k-$249k 
   $250k-$300k 























What was your total 
household income in 2019? 
.24 0 1 
Race 
  White 
  Black 
  Hisp/Lat 
  Asian 














What race do you consider 
yourself to be? 
 
.23 1 5 
Age 388 38 What is your age? .23 0 1 
National Identity  
  Strongly Disagre 
  Disagree 
  Neither 
  Agree 













I am a person who feels 
strong ties to the American 
people. 
.28 0 1 
City size 
  < 50,000  
 btwn 51k-100k  
 btwn 101k- 150k  
 btwn 151k-300k              
btwn 301k-600k          
btwn 601k- 800k  
 btwn 801k-1 mill 



















About how many people live 
in your city or town? 
 
.37 0 1 
Religion 
  Christian 
  None 









What, if any, is your 
religious preference? 
 





  Worse 
  Same 









Would you say that in the 
past year the national 
economy has gotten better, 
stayed the same, or gotten 
worse? 
.36 0 1 
Manipulation 
Check 1 
  Not different at all 
  Somewhat diff 
  Pretty different 













Based on the description you 
just read, how different 
would you say Ali's values 
are from your values? 
1.10 1 4 
Manipulation 
Check 2 
  Not unusual at all 
  Somewhat unus 
  Pretty unusual 













Based on the description you 
just read, how unusual would 
you say Ali's values are 
compared to typical 
American values?  
1.19 1 4 
 
Vignette Manipulation Check Analysis  
 
 To check whether the vignettes impacted the manner in which participants 
perceived the described immigrant Ali, a series of one-way ANOVAs were performed 
using the manipulation check and feeling measures described above as dependent 
variables. Ali was described as having a very different set of values than typical Western 
liberal values, including the idea that religion and state need not be separate and women 
should not leave the house uncovered. The experiment vignette, therefore, should have 
led participants to perceive Ali’s values as different from their own. Further, those in the 
experiment vignette should have felt more anxious and/or averse than participants in the 
neutral control vignette condition, which described Ali as having more typical American 
values.  
There were significant differences between the control and experiment group 
vignette means across all of the dependent variables, which indicates that the experiment 




group were significantly more likely to agree that their values were different than Ali’s 
and that typical American values were different than Ali’s. Additionally, participant’s in 
the experiment vignette group had significantly higher scores on both anxiety and 
aversion than those in the neutral vignette group. The two vignette groups also 
significantly differed on enthusiasm, with the experiment group having more enthusiasm 
after reading the vignettes than those in the control group. Enthusiasm is the trickiest of 
the three feeling indices to interpret because according to Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen 
“Enthusiasm marks the importance of executing a plan to achieve something that benefits 
us as well as the success of a plan to foil some foe” (2000, p. 164). This could mean that 
enthusiasm was higher for the experiment group because their feelings were roused more 
by the immigrant description. For now, it is enough to note the differential impact of the 















Table 3.12: ANOVAs With Vignettes, Values Similarity, and Feelings 
DV: Personal Value Similarity Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Control vs. Experiment 1.58 .09 18.21 < .0001 
Group  Mean    
Control (Neutral) 1.61    
Experiment  3.19    
     
DV: Typical American Value Similarity Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Control vs. Experiment 1.90 .08 22.51 < .0001 
Group  Mean    
Control (Neutral) 1.17    
Experiment  3.07    
     
DV: Anxiety Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Control vs. Experiment 1.63 .23 7.04 < .0001 
Group  Mean    
Control (Neutral) 3.33    
Experiment  4.95    
     
DV: Aversion Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Control vs. Experiment .992 .19 5.29 < .0001 
Group  Mean    
Control (Neutral) 3.21    
Experiment  4.21    
     
DV: Enthusiasm  Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Control vs. Experiment 2.18 .24 8.94 < .0001 
Group  Mean    
Control (Neutral) 7.91    
Experiment  10.09    
 
Relationship Between Political Ideology and Value Orientation 
 
 As another preliminary investigation, the relationship between value orientation 
and political ideology was examined with a series of Pearson correlations and one-way 
ANOVAs. It is generally assumed that liberals tend to be more open toward immigrants 
and it follows that liberals likely tend to be more oriented toward openness to change and 
self-transcendence than conservatives. Likewise, it is generally assumed that 
conservatives tend to be more protective of tradition and established culture and to be 




conservatives being more oriented toward conservation and possibly more oriented 
toward self-enhancement as well, though the latter assertion is more tenuous.  
In this sample, however, openness to change is not correlated with political 
ideology and there are no significant differences in mean openness to change values 
scores between liberals and conservatives (see top sections of Tables 3.13 & 3.14). Self-
transcendence is weakly but significantly negatively correlated with political ideology, 
indicating that people who are more liberal also tend to score slightly higher on self-
transcendence. The one-way ANOVA for self-transcendence and political ideology 
shows that the mean group score for liberals is significantly higher than that of both 
middle of the roaders and conservatives. Conservation is strongly significantly positively 
correlated with political ideology, indicating that people who are more conservative also 
tend to score higher on the conservation values orientation. The one-way ANOVA for 
conservation shows that the mean group score for conservatives is significantly higher 
than both middle of the roaders and liberals on the conservation values quadrant. Self-
enhancement is weakly but significantly positively correlated with political ideology, 
indicating that people who are more conservative tend to score slightly higher on self-
enhancement. The one-way ANOVA for self-enhancement, however, shows no 
significant differences in mean group scores across the political ideology categories.   
Overall, openness to change is not related to political ideology in this sample. 
Likewise, self-enhancement does not show any strong relationship with political 
ideology. Liberals in the sample do score more strongly on self-transcendence than 




than the other two groups.15 So, for this sample, it is safe to say that liberals tend to be 
more oriented toward self-transcendence than conservatives and conservatives tend to be 
more oriented toward conservation than liberals.  
Table 3.13: Bivariate Relationships for Political Ideology and Value Orientation 






-.2320 < .0001 




Note: The political ideology variable ranged from 1 = Extremely liberal to 5 = Extremely 
conservative. 
 
Table 3.14: ANOVAs With Values and Political Ideology 
DV: Openness to Change Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Liberal vs. Middle .552 1.27 .44 .901 
Liberal vs. Conservative -.537 .933 -.58 .833 
Conservative vs. Middle -1.09 1.24 -.87 .656 
Group  Mean    
Liberal 55.50    
Middle 56.05    
Conservative 54.96    
     
DV: Self-Transcendence  Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Liberal vs. Middle -4.73 1.56 -3.03 .007 
Liberal vs. Conservative -5.47 1.15 -4.75 < .0001 
Conservative vs. Middle -.741 -.741 -.48 .880 
Group  Mean    
Liberal 74.48    
Middle 69.76    
Conservative 69.02    
     
DV: Conservation Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Liberal vs. Middle 3.65 1.32 2.76 .017 
Liberal vs. Conservative 12.09 .976 12.39 < .0001 
Conservative vs. Middle 8.44 1.30 6.48 < .0001  
Group  Mean    
Liberal 45.28    
Middle 48.94    
                                               
15 For those interested in how political ideology interacts with the vignettes across liking and behavioral 




Conservative 57.38    
     
DV: Self-Enhancement Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Liberal vs. Middle .543 1.58 .34 .937 
Liberal vs. Conservative 2.41 1.17 2.06 .099 
Conservative vs. Middle 1.86 1.56 1.20 .455 
Group  Mean    
Liberal 32.42    
Middle 32.97    
Conservative 34.83    
Note: To simplify comparisons, the political ideology variable was recoded to 1 = Liberal, 2 = 
Middle of the road, and 3 = Conservative. Openness to change index ranged from 27 to 72, self-
transcendence ranged from 28 to 90, conservation ranged from 23 to 72, and self-enhancement 
ranged from 10 to 60.  
 
3.3 Results 
Linear Regressions: Mediating Effect of Liking 
 The following series of linear regressions tests whether liking mediates the 
relationship between values and behavioral intentions. Anashensel (2013, p. 259) 
suggests four criteria be established for mediation: (1) the independent variable must 
significantly impact the dependent variable, (2) the independent variable must 
significantly impact the mediator, (3) the mediator must significantly impact the 
dependent variable while controlling the independent variable, and (4) the direct effect of 
the independent variable on the dependent variable must either become nonsignificant 
(full mediation) or decrease in strength (partial mediation) when the mediating variable is 
controlled for in the full model.  
 Model 1 assessed the first criterion for mediation. The overall model was 
statistically significant, F(14, 373) = 11.63, p = < .0001. The self-transcendence by 
vignette interaction, t(373) = 1.65, p = .099, and the conservation by vignette interaction, 
t(373) = -2.53, p = .012, both significantly impact behavioral intention, while the self-




interactions t(373) = -.03, p = .973, were not significant. In order to establish whether the 
second criterion was met, Model 2 regressed values on liking, F(14, 373) = 14.14, p = < 
.0001. The self-transcendence by vignette interaction, t(373) = 2.11, p = .036 and the 
conservation by vignette interaction, t(373) = -3.03, p = .003, both significantly impacted 
liking, while the self-enhancement by vignette interaction, t(373) = 1.18, p = .238, and 
the openness to change interaction, t(373) = -.48, p = .631, did not. Finally, Model 3 
assessed the third and fourth criteria, F(15, 372) = 45.31, p = < .0001. Liking does 
significantly impact behavioral intention while controlling for values, t(372) = 18.98, p = 
< .0001. When liking is added to the model, none of the value by vignette interactions are 
significant.  
As seen in Table 3.15, Models 1 and 2 establish that the first and second criteria 
for mediation is met for the self-transcendence and conservation by vignette interactions. 
Though the self-enhancement and openness to change interactions are not significant, it is 
recommended practice to leave them in the model since they were a part of the theory a 
priori (Mehmetoglu & Jakobsen 2017), so they will not be dropped from the remaining 
analyses.16 Model 3 establishes that criteria 3 and 4 are met. Because the self-
transcendence and conservation by vignette interactions become insignificant with liking 
in the third model, it can be concluded that liking fully mediates the impact of the self-
                                               
16 Both self-enhancement and openness to change were also tested for nonlinear relationships in Model 2 
using the Lowess function in STATA. They did both have nonlinear relationships. Openness to change had 
a monotonic relationship with liking. Model 2 was therefore rerun with the openness to change variable 
cubed and interacted with the vignette variable. The cubed interaction was not significant. Self-
enhancement had a curvilinear relationship with liking in the shape of a concave “U.” Model 2 was 
therefore rerun again with the self-enhancement variable squared and interacted with the vignette variable. 
The squared interaction was not significant. Because neither of the nonlinear interactions were significant 




transcendence and conservation by vignette interactions on behavioral intentions. Figure 
3.3 illustrates the mediation path model.  
Table 3.15: Linear Regression Models Examining Mediation of Liking Between Values 
and Behavior 














































Liking   .639*** 
(.03) 



























































Constant .719*** .557*** .363*** 
Adjusted R2 .2778 .3222 .6320 
F-statistic  11.63 14.14 45.31 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses.  

























The focus of this study is to examine how anxiety from values dissonance and 
normative violations related to this dissonance first impact people’s attitudes (liking) 
toward immigrants and then how liking impacts behavioral intentions toward immigrants 
in everyday social situations. The vignettes present two different conditions: a neutral 
vignette condition that serves as a “normal” scenario and a normative violation condition 
that introduces anxiety. The first point of interest is how the vignette conditions interact 
with people’s values in terms of liking. The second point of interest is how liking 
influences people’s behavioral intentions. The below sections begin by discussing the 
section of the path model (Figure 3.3) where the value-by-vignette-group interactions 
connect with liking. Then, the relationship between liking and behavioral intentions is 
discussed. 


























The assessment so far has demonstrated that the values that matter in terms of 
liking the described immigrant are located in the self-transcendence and conservation 
quadrants. Recall that self-transcendence includes benevolence (caring, dependability), 
humility, and universalism (tolerance, concern, and nature). The conservation quadrant 
includes conformity (interpersonal, rules) tradition, and security (societal, personal; Table 
3.1 above provides more in-depth description of each of the values).  
Figure 3.4 shows the regression prediction lines for different levels of self-
transcendence across liking for the neutral and normative violation vignette groups. The 
simple main effect predictions are given in Table 3.16. For both of the vignette groups, 
higher self-transcendence orientations equal higher liking scores; the effect of self-
transcendence values are more pronounced in the normative violation vignette group as 
shown in the steeper slope of the predicted regression line. This indicates that self-
transcendence values come into play more strongly to impact liking when values 






Figure 3.4: Graph of Self-Transcendence by Vignette Group Interaction Regressed 
Across Liking 
Note: For both vignette groups, as orientation to self-transcendence increases, so do liking scores. 
The effect of the self-transcendence value orientation is stronger for the normative violation 
vignette group, demonstrated by the steeper slope of the regression line for that group.  
 
Table 3.16: Predicted Simple Main Effects of Vignettes by Different levels of Self-
Transcendence Across Liking 
Prediction Levels Predictions P Std Err 
1. ST =0, Neutral  .5616 < .0001 .08 
2. ST =0, Experiment  .2030 < .0001 .06 
3. ST = .20, Neutral .6191 < .0001 .05 
4. ST = .20, Experiment  .3145 < .0001 .04 
5. ST = .40, Neutral  .6766 < .0001 .03 
6. ST = .40, Experiment  .4261 < .0001 .03 
7. ST = .60, Neutral  .7341 < .0001 .02 
8. ST = .60, Experiment  .5377 < .0001 .01 
9. ST = .80, Neutral  .7916 < .0001 .02 
10. ST = .80, Experiment .6492 < .0001 .01 
11. ST = 1, Neutral  .8492 < .0001 .03 





Schwartz’s (2004) model of the value process starts with the value being activated 
or made salient by a stimulus. In this case, the stimulus is described values dissonance 
and a described public display of a normative violation. Theoretically, value differences 
between individuals are relative to the self-transcendence value goals of recognizing how 
one fits into the larger scheme of the world (humility), accepting and working to 
understand difference (universalism – tolerance), and believing strongly in the fight for 
equality and justice for everyone (universalism- concern); it makes sense that these would 
become actively engaged in encounters with immigrants for people strongly oriented 
toward this values quadrant. As the predictions illustrate, the activation of self-
transcendence overpowers cognitive dissonance associated with normative violations for 
high orienters and impact evaluation of the target in a positive manner. For people low on 
the self-transcendence orientation, introducing anxiety-dissonance creates a much wider 
gap in liking scores between them and those in the neutral condition. Predictions for low 
scores on self-transcendence produce about a .36 magnitude difference on the predicted 
liking index, while for those highly oriented toward self-transcendence the gap between 
the two vignette groups decreases to about .09. People low on the self-transcendence 
orientation may be reacting strongly toward the anxiety introduced in the normative 
violation condition, which likely turns on the surveillance system and leads to more 
negative evaluations of the target. It could also be that values dissonance and normative 
violations activate a different set of values goals that negatively impact the evaluation of 
the immigrant for low self-transcendence orienters.   
Figure 3.5 shows the regression prediction lines for different levels of 




simple main effect predictions are given in Table 3.17. Predictions for different levels of 
the conservation value orientation across liking show opposing patterns for the two 
vignette groups. When no anxiety is present, as conservation orientation becomes 
stronger, liking scores also increase. However, when values dissonance and normative 
violations are made salient, high conservation orienters’ liking scores decrease. The 
slopes of the predicted regression lines are similar (in opposite directions) for both the 
neutral and the normative violation vignette groups, indicating that conservation values 
nearly equally impact individuals in both high and low anxiety situations. This latter 
point is interesting and theoretically speaks about the different types of values located in 







Figure 3.5: Graph of Conservation by Vignette Group Interaction Regressed Across 
Liking 
Note: The graph of the conservation by vignette group interaction shows that in conditions of no 
anxiety and no values dissonance, there is a positive relationship between conservation and 
liking. However, in conditions of anxiety where values dissonance and normative violations are 
present, there is a negative relationship between liking and conservation as conservation 
orientation increases in strength.  
 
Table 3.17: Predicted Simple Main Effects of Vignettes by Different levels of 
Conservation Across Liking   
Prediction Levels Predictions P Std Err 
1. Cons = 0, Neutral  .6572 < .0001 .05 
2. Cons = 0, Experiment  .6573 < .0001 .04 
3. Cons = .20, Neutral .6937 < .0001 .04 
4. Cons = .20, Experiment  .6348 < .0001 .03 
5. Cons = .40, Neutral  .7302 < .0001 .02 
6. Cons = .40, Experiment  .6123 < .0001 .02 
7. Cons = .60, Neutral  .7666 < .0001 .02 
8. Cons = .60, Experiment  .5898 < .0001 .01 
9. Cons = .80, Neutral  .8031 < .0001 .03 
10. Cons = .80, 
Experiment 
.5673 < .0001 .02 
11. Cons = 1, Neutral  .8936 < .0001 .04 




Conservation values include value goals of preserving culture and tradition 
(tradition), feeling safe and unthreatened in one’s environment (security – personal), 
maintaining the stability of society as a whole (security – societal), obeying rules 
(conformity – rules), and the avoidance of upsetting or harming others (conformity – 
interpersonal). Under normal conditions without anxiety, conformity – interpersonal is 
likely to be activated in social interactions for conservation orienters. This value goal 
works to avoid confrontation which would lead to being polite in everyday situations. As 
the similar regression slopes demonstrate, conformity – interpersonal likely is activated to 
about the same degree that other conservation values become activated at under 
conditions of anxiety. In contrast, the dissonance and normative violation stimulus likely 
activates the value goals of preserving culture and tradition (tradition), feeling safe and 
unthreatened in one’s environment (security – personal), and obeying rules (conformity – 
rules), all of which have a negative impact on high conservation orienters interpretation 
and evaluation of the described immigrant and the described normative violation. 
Because the described immigrant posed as a stumbling block for the maintenance of these 
latter conservation value goals, cognitive dissonance occurred.  
Anxiety from dissonant values and normative violations had a particularly 
upsetting impact for conservation orienters. The magnitude of the predicted difference 
between the two vignette groups in liking scores for the highest level of conservation 
orientation is about .35. This is a relatively sizable gap that demonstrates how strong 
anxiety impacts liking evaluations of immigrants with dissonant values and behaviors in 
the public sphere for this group. If the world rotates on maintaining cultural and religious 




ways of life and displays of social norms violations are perceived as disrupting what is 
vital for a safe and secure community. This supports the idea that conservation orienters 
are not necessarily acting out of blatant prejudice, but are indeed reacting out of the need 
to protect their most highly cherished values.  
Liking and Behavioral Intention 
 
 Now that the relationship between values and liking has been examined, it is time 
to look at the relationship between liking and behavioral intention. Recall that the 
behavioral intention measure was made of the 14-items located in Appendix E, in Table 
E.3.2. The behavioral questions included items such as: “Would you invite Ali and his 
family to a summer BBQ in your neighborhood?”; “Would you partner with Ali on a 
work or community-based project?”; and “If Ali sat down next to you on a public bench 
at the local mall would you be able to sit by him?” Respondents answered yes or no to 
each of the question items and then rated how difficult their decision was. The difficulty 
ratings were combined to range from answering “no” and that answer being easy 
(intolerance) to answering “yes” and that answer being easy (friendliness) and then the 
recoded questions were made into the behavioral intention index. Because of the 
difficulty ratings, the behavioral intention index represents not only negative to positive 
behavior intention, but whether there is any underlying cognitive struggle.  
  The behavioral intention predictions for this participant sample placed people 
within the social tolerance and amiable underlying motivation ranges. The regressions did 
not predict anyone to land in the friendly motivation category (from .9 to 1 on the 
behavioral intention index) and only one score landed in the intolerance category (people 




that the underlying behavioral motivation changes we are primarily looking at range from 
social tolerance to amiability. Remember that social tolerance stems from disapproval 
and is symbiotically linked with intolerance. Social tolerance reflects effort to overcome 
negative impulses. Amiability is defined as being agreeable, pleasant, and good natured. 
Using predicted scores from Tables 3.17 through 3.19 and the behavioral intention range 
from Table 3.9, general predicted behavioral motivations can be estimated for the two 
vignette groups across different levels of each of the value orientations. For an example 
of how this is calculated please see the corresponding footnote.17   
 Recall that hypotheses 1 and 4 state that people who emphasize self-
transcendence values will naturally be driven by motivations of amiability or friendliness 
toward the described immigrant, but in conditions of anxiety high self-transcendence 
orienters will instead be driven from motivations of social tolerance and intolerance. At 
about a self-transcendence score of .6 and above, we see that in the natural neutral 
condition, people are predicted to operate from an underlying motivation of amiability. 
Although none in the sample reached scores of friendliness, this supports the first 
hypothesis prediction that self-transcendence orienters tend to be amiable. Self-
transcendence orienters in the normative violation condition at about the .6 self-
                                               
17 Table 3.18 shows the regression prediction scores of behavioral intention for different levels of liking. 
For example, a liking score of .5 corresponds to a behavioral intention score of about .72. Table 3.17 shows 
the predictions for different levels of conservation orientation across liking by vignette. From Table 3.18, 
then, we can see that a liking score of about .5 is predicted for participants in the normative violation group 
who have conservation orientation scores of about .8 and 1 (the highest levels of conservation). Returning 
to the .72 behavioral intention score that corresponds to the liking score of .5, if we look at where .72 falls 
in Table 3.9 above that provides a corresponding behavioral motivation scale for the behavioral index 
scores, we can see that a behavioral intention score of .72 corresponds to social tolerance. This means that 
high conservation scorers in the normative violation vignette group are predicted to behave toward the 
described immigrant from a motivational driver of social tolerance, which requires overcoming negativity 
through cognitive struggle in order to behave positively toward the described immigrant in the public 





transcendence score and the .8 self-transcendence score are predicted to operate from the 
underlying behavioral motivation of social tolerance. Only the highest self-transcendence 
score (a score of 1) remains in the amiable category for the normative violation group.  
This suggests that for very high self-transcendence orienters, these value goals are 
strong enough that it remains relatively easy to intend to act with positive behaviors 
toward the described immigrant in the face of values dissonance and normative 
violations. But self-transcendence scores between .6 and .8 are calculated to encompass 
more cognitive struggle in the face of values dissonance and normative violations, and 
the motivational driver drops from amiability to social tolerance. Hypothesis 2 is 
therefore only partially supported at two levels of self-transcendence scores. People who 
score about .6 to .8 on self-transcendence are impacted by anxiety because they drop 
from amiability to social tolerance, while people who are at the very high end of self-
transcendence scores are not impacted by values dissonance and remain relatively free of 
cognitive struggle.  
Recall that hypotheses 2 and 5 stated that when no anxiety is present, those who 
emphasize conservation values will be driven by motivations of social tolerance or 
intolerance toward the described immigrant and in conditions of anxiety this relationship 
would become stronger. For the neutral condition, anyone scoring at least a .4 on the 
conservation index is predicted to be driven by amiability. This means that in normal 
conditions where there is no social anxiety from values dissonance, conservation 
orienters likely follow the value goal of avoiding upsetting others (conformity – 
interpersonal). In the normative violation condition, however, no levels of conservation 




1 in the experiment group are all motivated by social tolerance when it comes to 
encountering descriptions of values dissonance and normative violations. This means that 
conservation orienters struggle to overcome negative impulses toward immigrants when 
those immigrants clearly have dissonant value sets. Hypothesis 2, that an emphasis on 
values located in the conservation quadrant will tend to correlate positively with the 
disliking behaviors of social tolerance and intolerance toward immigrants is only true 
when anxiety is present. Hypothesis 5 stated that conservation orienters would not only 
fall into the social tolerance behavioral motivation category but some would also be 
intolerant. Though the former was supported, no one reached the intolerant behavioral 
motivation level in this sample.  
 
Figure 3.6: Graph of Liking Across Behavioral Intention Score Predictions  
Note: The graph shows a strong positive relationship between liking and predicted behavioral 





Table 3.18: Predicted Effect of Liking on Behavioral Intention  
Prediction Levels Predictions P Std Err 
1. Liking = 0  .4030 < .0001 .02 
2. Liking = .1  .4670 < .0001 .02 
3. Liking = .2 .5309 < .0001 .02 
4. Liking = .3 .5948 < .0001 .01 
5. Liking = .4 .6587 < .0001 .01 
6. Liking = .5 .7223 < .0001 .01 
7. Liking = .6 .7866 < .0001 .01 
8. Liking = .7 .8505 < .0001 .01 
9. Liking = .8 .9144 < .0001 .01 
10. Liking = .9 .9783 < .0001 .01 
11. Liking = 1 1.04 < .0001 .01 
 
Table 3.19: Values Orientation and Vignette Group Behavioral Intention Scoring 
Intolerance  
Liking scores: 0, .1, .2 
Social Tolerance  
Liking scores: .3 to .6 
Amiability 
Liking scores: .7 to .8 
Friendliness  
Liking scores: 
.9 to 1 
ST = 0 experiment ST = 0 neutral ST = .6 neutral  
 ST = .2 neutral ST = .8 neutral  
 ST = .2 experiment ST = 1 neutral  
 ST = .4 neutral ST = 1 experiment   
 ST = .4 experiment Cons = .4 neutral  
 ST = .6 experiment Cons = .6 neutral  
 ST = .8 experiment Cons = .8 neutral  
 Cons = 0 neutral Cons = 1 neutral  
 Cons = 0 experiment   
 Cons = .2 neutral   
 Cons = .2 experiment   
 Cons = .4 experiment   
 Cons = .6 experiment   
 Cons = .8 experiment   
 Cons = 1 experiment   
Note: ST = self-transcendence, Cons = conservation. See footnote 12 for explanation of grouping 
process. Numbers indicate different levels of the values.  
 
3.5 Conclusion  
 This chapter showed that the values that matter for immigrant attitudes and 
behavioral intentions are those located in the self-transcendence and conservation 
quadrants of Schwartz’s values circle. It also showed that anxiety impacts people oriented 




immigrants, and liking impacting behavioral intentions. For people highly oriented 
toward self-transcendence, these values become heavily activated in situations of values 
dissonance and normative violations. They are strong enough to overcome the 
experienced dissonance and enable highly oriented individuals to remain positive toward 
(to like) the source of difference. However, as the relationship between liking and 
behavioral intentions demonstrated, it is only at the highest score (a 1 on the value scale) 
that self-transcendence value goals were this powerful. In the normative violation 
condition, self-transcendence orienters who scored .6 and even .8 on the values index 
registered some cognitive struggle to overcome negative impulses toward the source of 
the value dissonance. This means that even those who are generally more open and 
welcoming toward difference have some difficulty remaining positive in the face of 
dissonant value systems. This registered as a drop from amiability to social tolerance 
motivations on the behavioral intention index. To put this in terms of political ideology 
for the sake of interest, self-transcendence values were positively correlated with being 
liberal (see Table 3.15) and liberals scored significantly higher than conservatives on 
self-transcendence (by a mean difference of 2.41, see Table 3.14). This implies that 
liberals also have limits for warm receptions of immigrants when immigrants clearly have 
different sets of values that are made salient through their behavior in everyday 
interactions.  
 People highly oriented toward conservation tend to like and to be just as amiable 
as self-transcendence orienters in the public arena under normal, non-anxious, 
circumstances. But when values dissonance and normative violations are salient, 




source of the dissonance and, in turn, registering higher levels of cognitive struggle 
(social toleration) when reporting behavioral intentions. But the data here do not tell a 
story about simple racial or ethnic prejudice toward difference in this group. The data 
rather tell a story about how being oriented toward values such as protecting tradition, 
security, and social stability leads people to react with lowered estimations of the source 
in the face of values dissonance with immigrants. This is because the source (the 
described immigrant and normative violations) is interpreted as a direct threat, or block, 
to the value goals associated with tradition and conformity. Estimations of liking 
significantly decrease and individuals register cognitive struggle in behavioral intention 
that is indicative of working through social tolerance. In terms of political ideology, the 
conservation index was correlated with conservatism (see Table 3.15) and conservatives 
scored significantly higher than liberals on the conservation values quadrant (by a mean 
difference of 12.09, see Table 3.14). This implies that conservatives are oriented toward 
the values located in the conservation quadrant and that they can be expected to 
experience anxiety and substantial levels of cognitive dissonance when forming 
















CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION  
 
 The research conducted in this dissertation sought to map and explore the 
malleability of the boundaries of exclusion and the limits of inclusion toward immigrants 
in the context of the United States. Why should political scientists care about this work? 
For one, immigration is, has been, and will continue to be a hot button political issue that 
is exploited by political actors. Given the deep cleavages between political parties and 
ideological orientations recently brought to the surface in American politics and the way 
that the issue of immigration is often used as a moral battering ram between the major 
political parties, more nuanced understandings of how American citizens come to their 
conclusions on immigration and whether these conclusions are amenable to intervention 
is important. Another reason this research matters is that immigrants in communities 
across the United States are often subjected to harassment, intimidation, and even 
violence. This behavior, along with anti-immigrant sentiment that exists but does not 
erupt into negative behavior, is taxing on communities for both newcomers and long-term 
residents. It lowers the quality of public life because it causes tension to lurk under the 
surface and community members are left feeling less secure and less at peace. The 
findings provide entry points from which interventions may be possible, these are 
discussed below.  
4.1 Findings and Implications 
 
The purpose of Chapter 2 was to test whether negative attitudes toward 
immigrants could be made more positive by priming trust in government institutions for 
people with strong national identity attachment. Results suggested that both trust and 




minds. If the goal is to improve the attitudes of those who feel negatively toward 
immigrants in communities, this chapter suggests that the effort needs to be strong, 
impactful, and sustained over time. The effort can start at the primary school level and 
can be reinforced by libraries and public education campaigns, and local politicians 
should take responsibility as examples for the rest of the community and avoid using the 
immigration issue in divisive ways to gain footing for political victories. 
Education about what it means to identify as an American begins in primary 
school (Barton 2001; Hardwick et al. 2010). Schools may be contributing to a bounded 
view of what it means to be “American” if they do not intentionally avoid doing so. 
Community leaders should, therefore, be mindful of the way the American national 
identity is being taught in their school textbooks. Questions that need to be addressed 
include: Do textbook images of Americans perpetuate the idea that Americans are white, 
Anglo-Saxon Protestants, or do they represent the myriad of races and ethnicities that 
make up American communities? Are our youth so inundated with individualism and 
American pride that they are molded from a very young age to be ethnocentric? Is the 
fact that the United States has always been a country of immigrants being highlighted or 
suppressed? American civics textbooks should include narrations of immigrant 
experience as part of the wider American lived experience and should highlight 
accomplishments of American immigrants and show how immigrants have contributed to 
and participated in the American dream. Students should be encouraged to think about 
their own family histories in terms of when their ancestors immigrated to the country to 
promote the recognition that in essence, unless of Native American descent, most 




with essay assignments that are shared with the class in an atmosphere of respect and 
cooperation.   
Chapter 2 found that not all strong national identifiers are alike. It was only when 
strong national identity was coupled with low institutional trust that attitudes toward 
immigrants were significantly negatively affected. Local communities have a lot of 
avenues that can be utilized to improve citizen-to-immigrant relations. Inviting the wider 
public to get involved in discussions and events centered on immigrant-to-citizen 
relations can help to build institutional trust and also familiarize long-term residents with 
different cultures of newcomers in their communities and familiarize immigrants with the 
established culture of the community. Local public radio and television stations can play 
a major role in public acceptance of the right of immigrants to live among citizens in 
communities. Talk shows can interview citizens and immigrants and discuss challenges 
felt on both sides in a refereed atmosphere. Local accomplishments of both immigrants 
and nonimmigrants can be highlighted together in broadcasts and community news.  
When immigrants and refugees first arrive in a new community, churches and 
church related organizations often play a leading and pivotal role in helping to get them 
acclimated and resettled (Foner & Alba 2008). As has been established, strong national 
identifiers also tend to be more Christian than weak national identifiers (Theiss-Morse 
2009). This study helps explain why those generally expected to have the most negative 
attitudes toward newcomers are the same people who are most involved in the churches 
that assist them. Church membership likely contributes to increased institutional trust for 
strong national identifiers. The likely connection between church membership and 




immigrants also tends to be attended by strong national identifiers, generally assumed to 
be more negative toward immigrants.  
To further leverage the religiosity of strong national identifiers toward increased 
acceptance of diversity, interfaith dinner events could be put together that have speakers 
who represent different faiths in the community that originate from diverse backgrounds 
to promote understanding about the similarities and compatibilities of different religious 
frameworks and ways of life. For example, piety, the family structure, and moral 
discipline are central goals of almost all religions. Respect between different belief 
systems can be built based upon these practical similarities. Organizing dinner events 
also provides opportunities to share diverse cuisines and open hearts through convivial 
atmospheres created through shared meals. 
Chapter 3 utilized a more complex model than Chapter 2 that went beyond 
political ideology and national identity to individual’s core values. The conceptual model 
supported by the statistical analysis showed that liking fully mediates the relationship 
between values interacted with anxiety and behavioral intentions toward immigrants. For 
more exclusionary oriented individuals, the introduction of anxiety by making values 
dissonance and normative violations salient lowered estimations of the described 
immigrant and caused cognitive struggle across the board. For more open and pro-
diversity oriented individuals, only the top 10% of more open individuals did not 
experience some cognitive difficulty in overcoming negativity toward an immigrant when 





In everyday situations where different cultures come into contact with one 
another, inclusivity as pure, positive acceptance is a reaction experienced by very few. 
For the majority of people who are generally pro-diversity, norms violations and different 
sets of values create real conflicts. This means that inclusivity is often accompanied with 
a level of internal struggle. Knowing this can help soften the stereotypical images of the 
“racist conservative” or the liberal who claims complete moral superiority on issues of 
diversity. In the experiment vignette used in Chapter 3, traditional Muslim dress was used 
to represent a violation of typical American norms at a public swimming pool. Stories of 
clashes at American public pools because of traditional Muslim attire abound (Abdelaziz 
2020; Baldeck 2018; Elmir 2016). These stories illustrate that the distinction between 
exclusive and inclusive tendencies depends on what types of value goals are most 
prominent for individuals and which ones are interpreted as being blocked in everyday 
social situations. Several sets of value goals are likely in play in this scenario.  
Self-transcendence quadrant values include goals of recognizing how one fits into 
the larger scheme of the world (humility), accepting and working to understand 
difference (universalism – tolerance), and believing strongly in the fight for equality and 
justice for everyone (universalism- concern). Some self-transcendence orienters may 
interpret traditional Muslim women’s attire as oppressive to women18 whereas other self-
transcendence orienters may interpret not accepting traditional Muslim dress as 
oppressive. Interpretation in the former sense means that left-leaners can be just as prone 
to anxiety caused by cultural difference in the presence of women donning a burka or 
                                               
18 Traditional Muslim dress may be interpreted as oppressive by this group even though many Muslim 





hijab as more exclusive right leaners typically are. For conservation orienters, the salient 
values goals of preserving culture and tradition (tradition), feeling safe and unthreatened 
in one’s environment (security – personal), and obeying rules (conformity – rules) are 
prominent. Islamic attire threatens this group because it violates typical norms of 
American dress, which directly conflicts with conservation goals. A final set of general 
values may also be at play in these public instances. Typical American swimming suits 
are not only built for style, they follow safety regulations that warn against baggy 
clothing that may get weighed down when wet or catch on something and prevent the 
swimmer from having a free range of motion.  
A way to address the social contentions surrounding this issue is to revamp state 
and municipal policy on proper swim attire at public pools to include the cultural customs 
of Muslims. Although religious freedom and freedom of expression are central tenets of 
United States democracy, this doesn’t mean that exceptions should be made for particular 
groups. It means that everyone has a right to follow the customs of their chosen religion 
while also following general policies that apply to everyone that set safety standards and 
provide the assurance that others are not being harmed. The simple solution is to require 
Muslim women to don burkinis just as other pool attendees are required to wear 
swimming suits. Burkinis are widely available (at least online) and provide Muslim 
women the covering that Islam requires while using suitable swimwear material that 
meets swim safety requirements. Raising awareness is the key across state lines for 
reaching this simple solution. It may not erase all tensions between cultures on the matter, 
but it will go a long way to prevent some of the public outcry that has occurred in recent 




potential safety hazards posed by wearing regular clothing in the pool. Further, public 
swim policy that specifically acknowledges Muslim attire will validate Muslim women 
and set the standards of acceptance for others.  
In general, the best ways for communities to address cultural tensions between 
long-term residents and immigrants are threefold. The first is through official policy. A 
beginning step is to take note of current events. Community leaders should be aware of 
tensions through reports of it across U.S. cities. The issue of traditional Islamic dress at 
public pools is a prime example. A quick Google search retrieves a large collection of 
instances where contentions have boiled over. Once the problem is recognized, clear state 
and municipal policies can be developed with the triple goals of acknowledgement of 
rights, validation of cultures, and bringing cultural practices within the purview of 
general safety guidelines.   
The second method community leaders can take to address cultural tensions 
sounds somewhat cliché but is unavoidable: raise awareness and promote understanding 
between cultures. As discussed above, this includes paying special attention to how the 
school system is shaping what it means to be American for young people with an eye for 
unconscious promotion of ethnocentrism and a limited perception of what the American 
national identity is. Cultivating inclusive ideas about what defines American tradition and 
what it means to be American can help conservationists reach their value goals while at 
the same time accepting difference.  
Another area of raising awareness and promoting understanding is holding 
municipally sponsored events and activities that are centered on communication and 




keynote speakers are one way that strong national identifiers and traditionalists can be 
exposed to the practical similarities of different religious faiths. Festivals can also be held 
in city centers where crafts and food are exchanged. Free or low-cost concerts with 
diverse musicians can be included in festivals or planned as stand-alone events.  
This dissertation suggests that developing inclusive communities where 
immigrants not only feel welcome and secure but long-term residents also feel the same 
in their established communities requires persistent effort on many different fronts. 
Community leaders must remain open and willing to validate and engage both exclusive 
and inclusive types of people in ways that acknowledge the myriad concerns that arise 
when value dissonance is salient in order to understand where interventions are viable 
and what precisely needs to be addressed. The clash of cultures raises real conflicts on all 
sides for different types of people in different ways. Policymakers who understand this 
are integral and this research can help them in the courageous and challenging task of 
promoting atmospheres in cities with diverse arrays of people that allow all to feel secure 
and at home in their place of residence. 
4.2 Limitations and Future Research  
 This project points to areas for future research. One of the limitations of Chapter 2 
is that the priming experiment was a one-shot event. Given that the results suggest that 
both institutional trust and attitudes toward immigrants are preset in people’s minds, 
future research should use stronger manipulations to see what affects attitudes toward 
immigrants and present a strong prime repeatedly over a longer period of time in a 
longitudinal study. Additionally, empirically establishing the likely connection between 




understand more fully the facets of how institutional trust, national identity, and attitudes 
work together to benefit immigrants in communities.   
Although the findings from Chapter 3 uncovered interesting changes in behavioral 
motivations along the behavioral intention index, behavioral intentions and actual 
behavior are not necessarily synonymous. We have all had moments where our intentions 
were garbled in our actual behaviors in everyday social situations. Therefore, future 
research could study actual behavior in a laboratory setting between long-term residents 
and immigrants. This would further our understanding of how value goals translate in 
action situations and how the cognitive struggle that underlies social tolerance translates 
in terms of maintaining a positive and nonoffending façade when face to face with 
cultural difference. It would also be very interesting to measure heart rate and skin 
conductivity in situations of values dissonance and normative violations to understand the 
individual biological reactions to these events. For example, is social tolerance marked 
with elevated heart rate and other physical signs of alarm?  
4.3 Conclusion  
 Understanding and explaining people’s attitudes and behavior toward immigrants 
in American communities is a complex undertaking that requires going beyond what is 
often taken for granted and digging deeply into the different facets of the issue. When it 
comes to the immigration issue in today’s political climate, we not only must contend 
with sometimes challenging immigrant-to-long-term-resident interactions, but we also 
must contend with the fact that this issue often feeds deep divisions among citizens. This 
research has worked to address both sets of problems. It has shown that both people who 




experience real internal conflicts when faced with difference in their communities. In 
reality there are few perfect immigration moral crusaders and many people who tend to 
be exclusive toward immigrants are genuinely afraid for the sanctity of their community. 
Understanding this can help bridge the divide between partisans and ideologues on 
opposite sides of the issue because it breaks down the incorrect stereotypes the two sides 
have of one another that are often used as ammo in contentious and heated political 
debates. Once unhelpful stereotypes are successfully put down between American 
political groups on the immigration issue, the door can then be opened for real 
communication and healthy debate to support practical, sustained, community-wide 
efforts to address the issues that arise. This, in turn, will improve the lives of both 
immigrants and long-term residents in American communities by addressing and 
reducing the tensions that can arise in everyday experience when different cultures are in 












CHAPTER 2 APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 2.1 
Appendix 2.1, Table 2.1: Vignettes  
Vignette read by all 
participants 
American cities settle both immigrants and refugees. 
Over 44 million non-refugee immigrants live in the 
U.S. The United States has the highest number of 
immigrants in the world. The United States has 
accepted 3 million refugees since 1980, which is also 
more than any other country. 
 
Institution Specific Vignette 
1 
 
Institutional Trust Prime: 
This vignette was read only 
by participants in the public 
school treatment condition 
 
The State Department and the Department of 
Homeland Security's U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services screen applications for entry into 
the country. Refugees go through cultural orientation 
and health checks while their applications are 
processed, which can take between 18 and 24 
months. Voluntary agencies with offices across 
the country such as the International Rescue 
Committee or Church World Service work with federal 
agencies to resettle refugees. Once resettled, local 
organizations help newcomers learn English and 
acquire job skills. Communication between agencies at 
the federal and state levels tends to be seamless and 
efficient. The ability of local institutions to successfully 
integrate and socialize new arrivals into American 
norms and way of life has been noted by many 
observers. In particular, the ability of the local public 
school system to successfully integrate and 
socialize immigrants into American Midwestern norms 
and its way of life has been noted by many observers. 
 
Institution Specific Vignette 
2 
 
Institutional Trust Prime: 
This vignette was read only 




The State Department and the Department of 
Homeland Security's U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services screen applications for entry into 
the country. Refugees go through cultural orientation 
and health checks while their applications are 
processed, which can take between 18 and 24 
months. Voluntary agencies with offices across 
the country such as the International Rescue 
Committee or Church World Service work with federal 
agencies to resettle refugees. Once resettled, local 




acquire job skills. Communication between agencies at 
the federal and state levels tends to be seamless and 
efficient. The ability of local institutions to successfully 
integrate and socialize new arrivals into American 
norms and way of life has been noted by many 
observers. In particular, the ability of local law 
enforcement agencies to successfully integrate and 
socialize immigrants into American Midwestern norms 
and its way of life has been noted by many observers. 
 
Institution Specific Vignette 
3 
 
Institutional Trust Prime: 
This vignette was read only 




The State Department and the Department of 
Homeland Security's U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services screen applications for entry into 
the country. Refugees go through cultural orientation 
and health checks while their applications are 
processed, which can take between 18 and 24 
months. Voluntary agencies with offices across 
the country such as the International Rescue 
Committee or Church World Service work with federal 
agencies to resettle refugees. Once resettled, local 
organizations help newcomers learn English and 
acquire job skills. Communication between agencies at 
the federal and state levels tends to be seamless and 
efficient. The ability of local institutions to successfully 
integrate and socialize new arrivals into American 
norms and way of life has been noted by many 
observers. In particular, the ability of local religious 
institutions (for example, Lutheran Family Services or 
Catholic Social Services) to successfully integrate and 
socialize immigrants into American norms and way of 




















Appendix 2.2, Table 2.2: Full Model With All Control Variables for Both Adult 
(Models 1 and 2) and Student (Models 3 and 4) Samples 
Independent 
Variable 























































































































































Constant .675*** .776*** .775*** .764***  
Adjusted R2 .2780 .2782 .2814 .2798  
F 14.03 13.11 15.65 14.42  
Note: Models 1 and 2 were performed with the adult Dynata participant sample. Models 3 and 4 
were performed with the student participant sample sample. City size was not measured in the 
student sample. Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in 
parentheses. Significance marked as + p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p<.001. For Models 1 and 






Appendix 2.2a, Table 2.0: Student Sample Demographics  
Variable N Percent 
Political ideology 
  Extremely Liberal 
  Liberal 
  Slightly Liberal 
  Middle of Road 
  Slightly Conserv 
  Conservative 


















  White 
  Black 
  Asian 
  Hispanic 
  Other 
















   17-19 
   20-22 
   23-25  
   26-28 
   29-31 
















   Male (0) 




























Two-Way ANOVA: Strength of National Identity Attachment and Vignette Group 
Across Attitudes Toward immigrants in Student Sample 
 
A two-way ANOVA was run on the student sample of 450 participants to 
examine the mean differences between strong and weak national identity attachment and 
whether there were mean differences between the control and experiment groups across 
attitudes toward immigrants. Strength of national identity attachment was made into a 
binary variable that split strong (0 = NI index score 14-16) and weak (1 = NI index score 
4-13) identifiers into separate groups. Vignette is a 4-category nominal variable with 1 = 
control, 2 = law enforcement, 3 = public school, and 4 = religious institution. No 
significant differences were found across the vignette groups (Control group M=15.61; 
Law enforcement M=15.90; public schools M=16.08; religious institutions M=15.63), 
F(3, 442) = 5.25, p < .0001. There was a significant difference at the between strong and 
weak national identifiers on attitudes toward immigrants, F(1, 442) = 33.04, p = < .0001. 
The interaction between strength of national identity attachment and vignette group was 
not significant, F(3, 442) = 0.17, p = .92, indicating that whether or not the participant 
saw the institutional trust prime did not impact mean attitude scores. The results reveal 
the same pattern that was found in the adult sample, there are no significant differences 
across the vignettes indicating that the experiment did not significantly shift attitudes 













Appendix 2.2a, Table 2.1: Coefficients from Linear Regression of Immigrant Attitudes 
on Independent Variables and Trust Index Interactions in Student Sample 
Independent 
Variable 

































Trust in WA 
Government 
 















































































    




   .392* 
(.180) 
  




     .448* 
(.184) 
Constant .791*** .938*** .790*** .942*** .797*** .986*** 
Adjusted R2 .2763 .2812 .2749 .2810 .2702 .2783 
F  29.58 26.10 25.31 22.93 24.75 22.64 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 







Figure A.2.1: Significant Predictive Margins for the Moderating Effect of the 6-Item 
Trust Index on the Impact of Strength of National Identity Attachment on Attitudes 
Toward Immigrants (Model 2 in Table 2.13). 
 
Note: Figure A.2.1 shows that at low levels national identity attachment, as trust increases, 
attitudes toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. Contrastingly, at high levels of 
national identity attachment (starting at .85), as levels of trust increase, attitudes toward 
immigrants also increase or become more positive. Predictive marginal effects between national 

















Figure A.2.2: Significant Predictive Margins for the Moderating Effect of the 5-Item 
Trust Index on the Impact of Strength of National Identity Attachment on Attitudes 
Toward Immigrants (Model 4 in Table 2.13). 
 
Note: Figure 2.2 shows that at low levels of trust, as the strength of national identity attachment 
increases, attitudes toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. Contrastingly, at high 
levels of trust, as the strength of national identity attachment increases, attitudes toward 
immigrants also increase or become more positive. The point at which the impact of national 
identity attachment on attitudes toward immigrants as conditioned by trust changes direction of 

















Figure A.2.3: Significant Predictive Margins for the Moderating Effect of the Institution-
Only Trust Index on the Impact of Strength of National Identity Attachment on Attitudes 
Toward Immigrants (Model 6 in Table 2.13). 
 
Note: Figure 2.3 shows that at low levels of institutional trust, as the strength of national identity 
attachment increases, attitudes toward immigrants decrease or become more negative. 
Contrastingly, at high levels of institutional trust, as the strength of national identity attachment 
increases, attitudes toward immigrants also increase or become more positive. The point at which 
the impact of national identity attachment on attitudes toward immigrants as conditioned by trust 





















DV Measures: Attitudes Toward Migrant Generated Diversity – Question Items used for 
immigrant attitude index (8 items) 
 
1. The idea of an America where most people are not white makes me feel anxious. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
2. If immigrants only tried harder to fit in, then more Americans would accept their 
cultural differences. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
3. Immigrants today take advantage of jobs and opportunities here without doing enough 
to give back to the community. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
4. Immigrants who are African seem less American to me. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
5. Immigrants who are Western European seem less American to me. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
6. Immigrants who are Middle Eastern seem less American to me. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
7. Immigrants who are Easter European seem less American to me. 




B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
8. Immigrants who are Asian seem less American to me. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
Other Measures Taken of Attitudes Toward Migrant Generated Diversity 
 
1. Some people do not want immigrants and refugees to be allowed into the United 
States. Why do you think some people feel this way? 
A. Diversity leads to unnecessary job competition 
B. Diversity threatens American Culture, values, and way of life 
C. Diversity lowers trust in communities 
D. Diversity makes people feel less safe 
E. Other 
 
2. Various groups of people are listed below. Please indicate any kinds of people that you 
would not like to have as neighbors by checking the box by that group. You may check as 
many as you like or you may not check any box if all of these groups would be 
acceptable to you as neighbors.  
 
Drug addicts  
People of a different race  
People who have AIDS  
Immigrants  
Homosexuals 
People of a different religion 
Heavy drinkers 
Refugees  
Unmarried couples living together  
People who speak a different language  
 
3. Several groups of people are listed below. For each group, please indicate whether you 
trust people from this group completely, somewhat, not very much or not at all.  
A. Your family 
B. People in your neighborhood 
C. People you know personally 
D. People you meet for the first time 
E. People of another religion  














(Participants will slide an arrow indicating which degree between 1 and 100 represents 
the positivity or negativity they feel toward each group; lower numbers will indicate 
more negative feelings while higher numbers will indicate more positive feelings) 
 
5. Should the number of immigrants permitted to come to the U.S. be increased or 
decreased, or should number be the same as now? 
1. Increase 
2. Decrease 
3. Stay the same 
Follow up question: Why do you believe the number of immigrants should be increased, 
decreased, or stay the same? [open ended response] 
 
6. How likely will the growing number of immigrants improve U.S. culture with new 
ideas and customs? 
1. Extremely likely 
2. Very likely  
3. Somewhat likely 
4. Not at all likely  
8. Don’t know 
9. NA 
 
7. In general, would you say that your neighborhood is… 
1. Mostly white 
2. Mostly black 
3. Mostly Latino 
4. Mostly Asian 
5. Multiethnic (Please specify if you can) [open ended response] 
6. Other: [open ended response]  
 
8. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the below statements: 
 
Immigrants who are Middle Eastern seem less American to me. 
Immigrants who are Asian seem less American to me. 
Immigrants who are Western European seem less American to me. 
Immigrants who are Eastern European seem less American to me. 






A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
9. Immigrants today come to think of themselves as American just as much as 
immigrants from earlier eras did. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
 
10. Blending in to the larger society while still maintaining cultural traditions is difficult, 
but a lot of immigrants today seem to do a good job of it. 
A. Strongly agree 
B. Somewhat agree 
C. Somewhat disagree 
D. Strongly disagree 
 
 
11. Please select the statement that come closest to your views: 
 
I think of immigrants and refugees in the same way. 
I think of immigrants and refugees differently. 
 
12. Please select the statement that come closest to your views: 
 
I think the United States should allow more immigrants, but should allow less 
refugees to come in to the country each year. 
 
I think the United States should allow more refugees, but should 
allow less immigrants to come in to the country each year. 
 
I do not make a distinction between immigrants and refugees 
 
13. I believe that diversity generated by people from foreign countries is good for 
American communities in part because [may select multiple boxes]: 
a. Diversity leads to cultural and technological innovation 
b. Diversity makes life more interesting 
c. Diversity means there will be a proper division of labor for the workforce 
d. Learning about other cultures and ways of life is important to have a wise world view 





14. I believe that diversity generated by people from foreign countries is not good for 
American communities in part because [may select multiple boxes]: 
a. Diversity leads to unnecessary job competition 
b. Diversity threatens American culture 
c. Diversity lowers trust in communities  
d. Diversity makes me feel less secure 
e. Other [open ended] 
 
15. Your thoughts are important reflections of the way the world is today. Below is an 
opportunity for you to share how you feel about diversity generated by people from 
foreign countries in your community and to tell us why you feel that way.  
 
IV: Level of National Identity Attachment 
 
1. Do you identify with the American people? 
(response options range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
 
2. I am a person who feels strong ties to the American people 
(response options range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
 
3. Being an American is important to the way I think of myself as a person 
(response options range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
 
4. “Overall, I think Americans are a great group of people” If 1 is completely disagree 
and 7 is completely agree, with 2 through 6 in between, where would you place the 
American people? 
 
5. People have different views about themselves and how they relate to the world. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.  
I see myself as a world citizen.   
I see myself as part of my local community.  
 
6. Below is a list of things that some people say are important in making someone a true 
American. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each thing. 
Being born in America 
Being a Christian 
Having European Ancestors 
Being white 
Pursuing Economic success through hard work 
Respecting America’s institutions and laws 
Having American citizenship 
Being informed about local and national politics 
Respecting other people’s cultural differences 




Seeing people of all backgrounds as American 




IV => Prime of Trust in Government Institutions 
Manipulation Check  
 
1) To what extent do you think you can trust the government in Washington to 
successfully resettle people from foreign countries in the United States? 
1. Just about always 
2. Most of the time 
3. Only some of the time 
4. Not very much of the time 
5. Never 
 
2) To what extent do you think you can trust the Nebraska state government to 
successfully resettle people from foreign countries in Nebraska? 
1. Just about always 
2. Most of the time 
3. Only some of the time 
4. Not very much of the time 
5. Never 
 
3) To what extent do you think you can trust the Lincoln city government to successfully 
resettle people from foreign countries in Lincoln? 
1. Just about always 
2. Most of the time 
3. Only some of the time 
4. Not very much of the time 
5. Never 
 
Institutional Trust Questions 
 
1) To what extent do you think you can trust the local public school system in your city 
to successfully integrate people from foreign countries into the United States?  
1. Just about always 
2. Most of the time 
3. Some of the time 
4. Not very much of the time 
5. Never 
 
2) To what extent do you think you can trust the law enforcement agencies in your city 
to successfully integrate people from foreign countries into the United States?  




2. Most of the time 
3. Some of the time 
4. Not very much of the time 
5. Never 
 
3) To what extent do you think you can trust the local religious institutions in your city 
to successfully integrate people from foreign countries into the United States?  
1. Just about always 
2. Most of the time 
3. Some of the time 









2) Were you born in the United States? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
If no, in what country were you born? 
 









5. Arabic  
6. Other [open ended response] 
 
5) What race do you consider yourself to be? 
1. White/Caucasian 
2. Black/African American 
3. Asian 
4. Native American 
5. Some other race [open ended question] 
5. Hispanic/Latino 
















Other [open ended response] 
 





9) Please select which income category best describes the total amount of income, before 
taxes, received by all of the members in your household during 2017. (these are ordinal 
categories) 
1. Less than $10,000 
2. Less than $50,000 
3.  $50,000 up to $65,000 
4. $65,000 up to $80,000 
5. $80,000 up to $100,000 
6. Above $100,000  
 
10) Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a Republican, a Democrat, an 
independent, or something else? 
1. Republican 
If answer is yes to Republican then ask: How strong of a Republican are you? 
Strong 
Not very strong 
2. Democrat 
If answer is yes to Democrat then ask: How strong of a Democrat are you? 
Strong 
Not very strong 
3. Independent 
If answer is yes to Independent then ask: Are you closer to being a Democrat or 
Republican or neither? 
Closer to Democrat 







11) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t 
be too careful in dealing with people? 
1. Most people can be trusted 
2. You can’t be too careful 
 
12) Would you say that in the past year the national economy has gotten better, stayed the 





13) What is your age? 
Open box response 
 




15) Do you currently do any volunteer work? 
Yes  
If answer is yes then ask: About how many hours per week do you volunteer? 
No 
 
16) We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. I’m going to show 
you a seven point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged 
from extremely liberal – point 1 – to extremely conservative—point 7--. Where would 
you place yourself on this scale? 
0 = extremely liberal 
1 = liberal 
2 = slightly liberal 
3 = middle of the road 
4 = slightly conservative 
5 = conservative 
6 = extremely conservative 
 
17) About how many people live in your city or town? 
< 50,000 
Between 51,000 - 100,000 
Between 101,000 - 150,000 
Between 150,000 - 300,000 
Between 301,000 - 600,000 
Between 601,000 - 800,000 
Between 801,000 - 1 million 




CHAPTER 3 APPENDICES 
 
CHAPTER 3 STUDY 1 APPENDICES 
 
STUDY 1: APPENDIX A 
 
The pilot study consisted of two parts. First, the survey experiment was run with a 
sample of participants from the survey research platform Dynata (for sample 
composition, see Study 1: Appendix A, Table A.3.1). Participants completed the PVQ5X 
value survey, then were randomly assigned to one of four vignettes divided into two 
different immigrant conditions. These included a control “description-only” vignette for a 
described immigrant named Ali, an experiment “description-plus-normative-violation” 
vignette for Ali, a control, “description-only” vignette for a described immigrant named 
Aamira, and an experiment “description-plus-normative-violation” vignette for Aamira 
(see Study 1: Appendix A, Table A.3.2 for original vignette structure).  
I hypothesized that participants in the control groups would have attitudes and 
behavioral intentions toward the described immigrants that were in line with their general 
value orientations but that the normative violation vignettes would cause even individuals 
normally oriented toward universalism and openness to change values quadrants, which 
would predispose them to be more inclusive toward immigrants, to experience an acute 
value reconfiguration that would lead them toward disliking immigrants and the 
associated behavioral outcomes of social tolerance and intolerance. In other words, there 
would be significant differences between the control and experiment groups on attitudes 
and behavioral intentions and those in the experiment group would be more negative 




in the like/dislike index ratings and the behavioral measures between those in the control 
vignettes and those in the experimental vignettes.  
Based on these findings (see section Study 1: Appendix A, Tables A.3.3 through 
A.3.10 for crosstabs, ANOVA, and regression results for original Study 1 vignette 
structure), I hypothesized that the control vignette immigrant description was raising 
people’s anxiety at the same level that the experimental addition of the normative 
violation was and this was why there were no significant differences between the groups. 
In other words, the control vignettes were not neutral enough. Therefore, an additional 
vignette manipulation test was conducted in study 1 with a sample of participants from 
the survey platform Prolific that added a more neutral control vignette for each immigrant 
and tested the neutral vignettes against the original control descriptive-only vignettes and 
against the original experiment descriptive-plus-normative-violation vignettes (see Study 
1 Appendix B: Vignette Manipulation Test, Tables B.3.3 and B.3.4 for revised vignette 
structure). Results from the vignette manipulation check confirmed that again there were 
no differences between the original control descriptive-only and the original experiment 
descriptive-plus-normative-violation vignettes for both the Ali and Aamira immigrant 
conditions. There were, however, significant differences between the new neutral 
vignettes and the original vignettes for both of the Ali and Aamira conditions, supporting 
the hypothesis that in the original vignette structure, the control vignette was not neutral 
enough (see Study 1: Appendix B, Tables B.3.5 – B.3.14 for results of vignette 
manipulation check).   
Several changes were made to the vignette structure based on the findings from 




performed poorly compared to the Ali condition models, the Aamira condition was 
dropped (see adjusted R-squares in regression models in Study 1: Appendix B, Tables 
B.3.12 – B.3.14). Second, because there were no significant differences between the 
original control descriptive-only and the original experiment descriptive-plus-normative-
violation vignettes, the original control descriptive-only vignette was dropped from the 
Ali condition. Third, the way that feelings were measured was changed.19 Using Prolific 
again, a second study was then completed with the new vignette structure (see Appendix 
C, Table C.3.1 for revised final vignette structure) and with a new set of feeling questions 
that separated each feeling into its own question with Likert response options (discussed 
in more detail below). The second study is the focus of the analysis below.  
Table A.3.1: Descriptive Statistics for Study 1, Part 1, Sample from Dynata Survey 
Platform 
Variable N M/% Metric SD Min Max 
Like/Dislike 
Aamira 
188 50.01 18 item index 8.63 26 71 
Like/Dislike Ali 179 48.29 18 item index 11.03 18 72 
Gender 
  Female (1) 







Do you identify as male or 
female? 
.4989 0 1 
Citizen 





Are you a citizen of the United 
States? 
(was criteria for participation) 
   
Religion 
  Christian 
  Jewish 
  Other 











What, if any, is your religious 
preference?  
1.2663 1 4 
Partisanship 367  Generally speaking, do you 1.7411 1 5 
                                               
19 In the original structure of Study 1, the feelings that the vignettes aroused in participants were measured 
with one question that allowed participants to place a check mark in the box of all of the feelings (a nine-
option list that included: discomfort, disgust, resent, anxiety, comfort, proud, enthusiastic, hopeful, and 
other) they felt after reading their assigned vignette. This feelings measure proved to be limited. First, 
people were allowed to check as many feelings as they wanted and this led to sometimes contradictory 
feeling selections with no way to disentangle what was meant. Second, more in depth analysis of 
participant feelings was limited by the structure of the question-item. For instance, factor analysis could not 





  Strong 
Democrat 
  Not Strong 
Dem 
  Other 
  Not Strong 
Rep 











consider yourself a Republican, 
a Democrat, an independent, or 
something else?  
Political 
Ideology 
  Extr Liberal 
  Liberal 
  Middle 
  Conservative 













We hear a lot of talk these days 
about liberals and conservatives. 
Where would you place yourself 
on this scale? 
 
1.2925 1 5 
Income 
   <$25,000 
   $26k-$40k 
   $41k-$59k 
   $60k-$79k 
   $80k-$99k 
   $100k-$149k 
   $150k-$199k 
   $200k-$249k 
   $250k-$300k 























What was your total household 
income in 2019? 
2.3553 1 10 
Social Trust  
  No Trust (0) 







Generally speaking, would you 
say that most people can be 
trusted, or that you can’t be too 
careful in dealing with people? 
.4975 0 1 
Economy 
  Worse 
  Same  









Would you say that in the past 
year the national economy has 
gotten better, stayed the same, 
or gotten worse?  
.7375 1 3 
Race 
  White 
  Black 
  Asian 











What race do you consider 
yourself to be? 
 
.7019 1 4 
Describe self as 
American 
  Yes (1) 









Do you describe yourself as an 
American? 
.2045 0 1 
City size 
  < 50,000  
 btwn 51k-100k  
 btwn 101k- 
150k  
 btwn 151k-


















About how many people live in 
your city or town? 
 




600k          
btwn 601k- 
800k  
 btwn 801k-1 
mill 
 > 1 million  
37 10.08 
 








Please read the following paragraph 
and then answer the questions that 
follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a 
Middle Eastern country where a 
conservative and very traditional sect 
of Islam is widely practiced. He 
devoutly follows and conforms to the 
rules and traditions of his religion. He 
sees no problem with a religiously 
based government and system of law. 
He has a daughter and a son. His wife 
wears a burka with a niqab that 
covers her entire body and face when 
she leaves the house. His daughter 
will wear a burka and a niqab when 
she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please read the following paragraph 
and then answer the questions that 
follow. 
  
Aamira is an immigrant in the United 
States. She comes from an African 
country where marriages are arranged. 
She was married to her cousin Asim 
and they have seven children. Two of 
the kids are not Aamira’s biological 
children, they are the offspring of 
Asim’s second wife, Amalla. As is 
custom in their culture, Amalla became 
Asim’s second wife when her husband, 










Please read the following paragraph 
and then answer the questions that 
follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a 
Middle Eastern country where a 
conservative and very traditional sect 
of Islam is widely practiced. He 
devoutly follows and conforms to the 
rules and traditions of his religion. He 
sees no problem with a religiously 
based government and system of law. 
He has a daughter and a son. His wife 
wears a burka with a niqab that 
covers her entire body and face when 
she leaves the house. His daughter 
will wear a burka and a niqab when 
she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this 
scenario and view the following 
images that depict what is described, 
Please read the following paragraph 
and then answer the questions that 
follow. 
  
Aamira is an immigrant in the United 
States. She comes from an African 
country where marriages are arranged. 
She was married to her cousin Asim 
and they have seven children. Two of 
the kids are not Aamira’s biological 
children, they are the offspring of 
Asim’s second wife, Amalla. As is 
custom in their culture, Amalla became 
Asim’s second wife when her husband, 
Asim’s brother, died. Please imagine 
that you are in this scenario and view 
the following images that depict what 
is described, then answer the questions 
that follow. 
  
You go for a bike ride to the nearest 




then answer the questions that follow. 
 
It is a summer day and you are at the 
local swimming pool. Ali and his 
family are also there. Ali and his son 
and daughter are wearing bathing 
suits with T-shirts while swimming in 
the pool. His wife occasionally joins 
them in the water wearing her full 
burka and niqab body coverings.  
 
nice shady spots to rest after a good 
ride. As you near the park you hear 
what sounds to you like tribal music 
being played from someone’s car radio 
and you see that the parking lot is 
unusually full of cars. Aamira is there 
with her extended family, they are 
having a community gathering with 
music, food, and many children 
playing in the park. The children are 
all barefoot, many of the young boys 
are not wearing shirts. You ride to the 
edge of the playground where the 
children quickly swarm around you. 
As many as can reach out to touch 
your bike and pull on it while asking 
you if they can ride it.  
 
 










Crosstabulation, ANOVA, and Regression Results from Study 1 
  
Table A.3.3: Crosstabs for Aamira Vignettes and Dichotomous Anxiety (Dynata Sample) 




































Key: Top row is frequency, middle row is row percentage, bottom row is column percentage. 
X2(1)=8.74, p=.003. 
 
Table A.3.4: Crosstabs for Ali Vignettes and Dichotomous Anxiety (Dynata Sample) 




































Key: Top row is frequency, middle row is row percentage, bottom row is column percentage. 





Study 1 ANOVAs 
 
Table A.3.5: Summary of Vignette data on Liking (Dynata Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Liking 









48.18 11.95 91 
 
Table A.3.6: ANOVA With Vignettes Across Liking (Ali – Dynata Sample) 
DV: Liking Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Descr vs. NV -.233 1.65 -.14 .888 
 
Table A.3.7: Summary of Vignette data on Liking (Aamira – Dynata Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Liking 









50.48 9.55 103 
 
Table A.3.8: ANOVA With Vignettes Across Liking (Aamira – Dynata Sample) 
DV: Liking Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 


















PILOT STUDY 1 REGRESSIONS 
 
Table A.3.9: Linear Regression Models for Aamira Condition to Test Vignette Group 
Impact Across Liking, Invite to Home, and Friendship Variables (Dynata Sample).  


























































  Black 
   
 Asian 
























  Jewish 
 
  Other 
 

































































Constant 21.89 27.52 8.0 12.89 8.32 12.41 
Adjusted R2 -.01 .1716 -.005 .0672 -.002 .0815 
F-statistic  .02 3.58 .01 1.90 .61 2.11 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 




were run with and without the anxious variable. Anxiousness was never significant and it reduced 
the N of the models to 174 because not all respondents selected anxious in the feeling question. 
For these reasons, anxiousness was dropped from the models.  
 
Table A.3.10: Linear Regression Models for Ali Condition to Test Vignette Group 
Impact Across Liking, Invite to Home, and Friendship Variables (Dynata Sample).  


























































  Black 
   
 Asian 
























  Jewish 
 
  Other 
 

































































Constant 21.47 33.63 7.69 9.09 8.53 10.43 
Adjusted R2 -.006 .1880 .0004 .1333 .0016 .1375 




Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 
Significance marked as + p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p<.001. For all models N =179. Models 
were run with and without the anxious variable. Anxiousness was never significant and it reduced 
the N of the models to 150 because not all respondents selected anxious in the feeling question. 
For these reasons, anxiousness was dropped from the models.  
 
APPENDIX B STUDY 1: VIGNETTE MANIPULATION TEST 
 
Table B.3.1: Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test (Aamira – 
Prolific Sample) 
Variable N M/% Metric SD Min Max 
Like 
  Not at all true 
  A little true 
  Pretty true 











I think I would like Aamira. .858 1 4 
Neighbor 
  No – ext easy 
  No – mod easy 
  No – sli easy 
  No – sli difficult 
  No – mod diff 
  No – ext diff 
  Yes – ext diff 
  Yes – mod diff 
  Yes – sli diff 
  Yes – sli easy 
  Yes – mod easy 



























Given your impression of 
Aamira, how difficult would it 
be for you to decide not/to feel 
comfortable having her as your 
next door neighbor?   
2.72 1 10 
Feeling Indices 
  Anxiety 
  Aversion 
   






Anxiety: 3-item index 
(anxiousness, discomfort, 
uneasiness) 
Aversion: 3-item index 
(resentment, anger, disgust) 



















  Female (1) 







Do you identify as male or 
female? 
.490 0 1 
Partisanship 
  Strong Democrat 
  Not Strong Dem 
  Ind – Lean Dem 
  Ind – Lean Rep 
  Not Strong Rep 















Generally speaking, do you 
consider yourself a 
Republican, a Democrat, an 
independent, or something 
else?  
1.92 1 6 
Political Ideology 





We hear a lot of talk these days 
about liberals and 




  Liberal 
  Middle 
  Conservative 









conservatives. Where would 




  < High School 
  High School 
  Some College 
  Bachelor’s 
  Master’s 















What level of education have 
you completed?  
1.08 1 6 
Income 
   <$25,000 
   $26k-$40k 
   $41k-$59k 
   $60k-$79k 
   $80k-$99k 
   $100k-$149k 
   $150k-$199k 
   $200k-$249k 
   $250k-$300k 























What was your total household 
income in 2019? 
2.10 1 10 
Race 
  White 
  Black 
  Hisp/Latino 
  Asian 













What race do you consider 
yourself to be? 
 
1.18 1 5 
National Identity  
  Strongly Disagre 
  Disagree 
  Neither 
  Agree 













I am a person who feels strong 
ties to the American people. 
1.00 1 5 
City size 
  < 50,000  
 btwn 51k-100k  
 btwn 101k- 150k  
 btwn 151k-300k              
btwn 301k-600k          
btwn 601k- 800k  
 btwn 801k-1 mill 



















About how many people live 
in your city or town? 
 









Table B.3.2: Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test (Ali – Prolific 
Sample)  
Variable N M/% Metric SD Min Max 
Like 
  Not at all true 
  A little true 
  Pretty true 











I think I would like Ali. .926 1 4 
Neighbor 
  No – ext easy 
  No – mod easy 
  No – sli easy 
  No – sli difficult 
  No – mod diff 
  No – ext diff 
  Yes – ext diff 
  Yes – mod diff 
  Yes – sli diff 
  Yes – sli easy 
  Yes – mod easy 



























Given your impression of 
Ali, how difficult would it 
be for you to decide not/to 
feel comfortable having her 
as your next door neighbor?   
2.87 1 10 
Feeling Indices 
  Anxiety 
  Aversion 
   






Anxiety: 3-item index 
(anxiousness, discomfort, 
uneasiness) 
Aversion: 3-item index 
(resentment, anger, disgust) 
Positive: 3-item index 

















  Male (0) 







Do you identify as male or 
female? 
.486 0 1 
Partisanship 
  Strong Democrat 
  Not Strong Dem 
  Ind – Lean Dem 
  Ind – Lean Rep 
  Not Strong Rep 















Generally speaking, do you 
consider yourself a 
Republican, a Democrat, an 
independent, or something 
else?  
1.78 1 6 
Political Ideology 
  Extr Liberal 
  Liberal 
  Middle 
  Conservative 













We hear a lot of talk these 
days about liberals and 
conservatives. Where would 
you place yourself on this 
scale? 
 
2.99 1 5 
Education 
  < High School 
  High School 









What level of education 
have you completed?  




  Bachelor’s 
  Master’s 








   <$25,000 
   $26k-$40k 
   $41k-$59k 
   $60k-$79k 
   $80k-$99k 
   $100k-$149k 
   $150k-$199k 
   $200k-$249k 
   $250k-$300k 























What was your total 
household income in 2019? 
2.21 1 10 
Race 
  White 
  Black 
  Hisp/Lat 
  Asian 













What race do you consider 
yourself to be? 
 
.947 1 5 
National Identity  
  Strongly Disagre 
  Disagree 
  Neither 
  Agree 













I am a person who feels 
strong ties to the American 
people. 
1.13 1 5 
City size 
  < 50,000  
 btwn 51k-100k  
 btwn 101k- 150k  
 btwn 151k-300k              
btwn 301k-600k          
btwn 601k- 800k  
 btwn 801k-1 mill 



















About how many people 
live in your city or town? 
 

















Table B.3.3: Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test – Revised Vignette Structure (Aamira) 
Aamira – Neutral (New Vignette) 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Aamira lives in the United States in a medium sized city. She is married and has five children 
with her husband. She likes to go on picnics with her family and watch her children play at 
local public parks. She enjoys walking with her husband and reading books. She would like to 
travel to see more of the United States when she can.  
 
Aamira – Descriptive-Only 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Aamira is an immigrant in the United States. She comes from an African country where 
marriages are arranged. She was married to her cousin Asim and they have seven children. 
Two of the kids are not Aamira’s biological children, they are the offspring of Asim’s second 
wife, Amalla. As is custom in their culture, Amalla became Asim’s second wife when her 
husband, Asim’s brother, died. 
 
Aamira – Descriptive + Normative Violation 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Aamira is an immigrant in the United States. She comes from an African country where 
marriages are arranged. She was married to her cousin Asim and they have seven children. 
Two of the kids are not Aamira’s biological children, they are the offspring of Asim’s second 
wife, Amalla. As is custom in their culture, Amalla became Asim’s second wife when her 
husband, Asim’s brother, died. 
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict what is 
described, then answer the questions that follow. 
 
You go for a bike ride to the nearest public park where you know there are shaded areas to rest 
and cool down. As you near the park you hear what sounds to you like tribal music being 
played from someone’s car radio and you see that the parking lot is unusually full of cars. 
Aamira is there with her extended family, they are having a community gathering with music, 
food, and many children playing in the park. The children are all barefoot, many of the young 
boys are not wearing shirts. You ride to the edge of the playground where the children quickly 
swarm around you. As many as can reach out to touch your bike and pull on it while asking 














Table B.3.4: Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test – Revised Vignette Structure (Ali) 
Ali – Neutral (New Vignette) 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow.  
 
Ali lives in the United States in a medium sized city. He is married and he and his wife have a 
daughter and a son. He likes to take his family for picnics on the weekends and to swim at 
swimming pools in the summer. He enjoys American baseball and wears a baseball cap when 
he goes to games. He would like to travel to see more of the United States when he can.   
 
Ali – Descriptive-Only 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and very 
traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the rules 
and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based government and 
system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a niqab that covers 
her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will wear a burka and a 
niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Ali – Descriptive + Normative Violation 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and very 
traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the rules 
and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based government and 
system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a niqab that covers 
her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will wear a burka and a 
niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict what is 
described, then answer the questions that follow. 
 
It is a summer day and you are at the local swimming pool. Ali and his family are also there. 
Ali and his son and daughter are wearing bathing suits underneath T-shirts while swimming in 
the pool. His wife occasionally joins them in the water wearing her full burka and niqab body 
coverings.  
 
Ali – Descriptive + Normative Violation Hot  
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and very 
traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the rules 
and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based government and 
system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a niqab that covers 
her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will wear a burka and a 
niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict what is 





It is an extremely hot summer day and you are at the local swimming pool. Ali and his family 
are also there. Ali and his son and daughter are wearing bathing suits underneath T-shirts 
while swimming in the pool. His wife occasionally joins them in the water wearing her full 
burka and niqab body coverings.  
 
APPENDIX STUDY 1: ANOVA, and Regression Results from Study 1 Vignette 
Manipulation Test 
 
 The purpose of the Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test round of data collection 
was to test the revised vignette structure (see above Tables A.xx and A.xx for revised 
vignette structure). The hypotheses for this test were: 
 
H1: Participants in the neutral vignette will significantly like the described immigrants 
more than participants in the descriptive-only vignettes and the descriptive-plus-
normative violation vignettes. 
 
H2: Participants in the neutral vignette will report significantly lower anxiety levels after 
reading about the described immigrant than participants in the descriptive-only vignettes 
and the descriptive-plus-normative violation vignettes. 
 
H3: Participants in the neutral vignette will be significantly more likely to feel 
comfortable with having the described immigrant as their neighbor than participants in 
the descriptive-only vignettes and the descriptive-plus-normative violation vignettes. 
 
H4: There will be no significant differences between the descriptive-only and descriptive-
plus-normative violation vignettes across liking, anxiety level, and whether participants 
would feel comfortable having the described immigrant as a neighbor.  
 
First, ANOVAs were performed to test mean group differences on each dependent 
variable. Then a series of linear regressions were performed to check whether the results 
would hold in more complex models with control variables included. These are discussed 
















ANOVAs: Vignette Manipulation Test (Aamira condition) 
 
Table B.3.5: ANOVA Summary of Vignette data on Anxiety (Ali – Prolific Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Anxiety 
Mean Std. Dev. Freq. 
Ali Neutral (Neut) 2.04 .29 47 
Ali Descriptive-Only 
(Descr) 
2.41 .78 34 
Ali Normative 
Violation (NV) 
2.61 .83 28 
Ali Normative 
Violation Hot (NV Hot) 
2.83 .99 42 
 
Table B.3.6: ANOVA for Ali Condition, Vignettes Across Anxiety (Prolific Sample) 
DV: Anxiety Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Neut vs. Descr .37 .17 2.19 .132 
Neut vs. NV .56 .18 3.15 .010 
Neut vs. NV Hot .79 .16 4.97 < .0001 
NV vs. Descr .20 .19 1.02 .737 
NV Hot vs. Descr .42 .17 2.44 .075 
NV Hot vs. NV .23 .18 1.24 .605 
 
Table B.3.7: ANOVA Summary of Vignette data on Liking (Ali – Prolific Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Liking 
Mean Std. Dev. Freq. 
Ali Neutral (Neut) 2.98 .64 47 
Ali Descriptive-Only 
(Descr) 
2.24 .78 34 
Ali Normative 
Violation (NV) 
1.79 .92 28 
Ali Normative 
Violation Hot (NV Hot) 
2.0 .91 42 
 
Table B.3.8: ANOVA for Ali Condition, Vignettes Across Liking (Prolific Sample) 
DV: Liking Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Neut vs. Descr -.743 .18 -4.09 < .0001 
Neut vs. NV -1.19 .19 -6.19 < .0001 
Neut vs. NV Hot -.979 .17 -5.71 < .0001 
NV vs. Descr -.450 .21 -2.18 .133 
NV Hot vs. 
Descr 
-.235 .19 -1.26 .588 









Table B.3.9: Summary of Vignette data on Anxiety (Aamira – Prolific Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Anxiety 
Mean Std. Dev. Freq. 
Aamira Neutral (Neut) 6.45 1.46 65 
Aamira Descriptive-
Only (Descr) 
7.92 2.09 66 
Aamira Normative 
Violation (NV) 
7.97 2.09 61 
 
Table B.3.10: ANOVA for Aamira Condition, Vignettes Across Anxiety (Prolific 
Sample) 
DV: Anxiety Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Neut vs. Descr 1.48 .332 4.45 < .0001 
Neut vs. NV 1.52 .339 4.49 < .0001 
NV vs. Descr .043 .338 0.13 .991 
 
Table B.3.11: Summary of Vignette data on Liking (Aamira – Prolific Sample) 
Vignette 
DV: Liking 
Mean Std. Dev. Freq. 
Aamira Neutral (Neut) 3.11 .71 65 
Aamira Descriptive-
Only (Descr) 
2.41 .89 66 
Aamira Normative 
Violation (NV) 
2.57 .81 61 
 
Table B.3.12: ANOVA for Aamira Condition, Vignettes Across Liking (Prolific Sample) 
DV: Liking Contrast Std. Err. Tukey P-Value 
Neut vs. Descr -.70 .141 -4.95 < .0001 
Neut vs. NV -.53 .144 -3.71 .001 





















Table B.3.13: Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test Linear Regression Models for Ali and 
Aamira, Dependent Variable: Liking (Prolific Sample) 

























 Description only 
  
 Description + NV 
 






























































Political Ideology     -.022 
(.06) 
  -.076 
(.06) 
Education   -.084 
(.07) 
  -.044 
(.06) 
Gender 
  Female 
   
-.0008 
(.13) 




  Black 
   
  Hisp/Lat 
  
Asian 
   
 Other 
















Income   -.003 
(.03) 
  -.014 
(.03) 
National Identity   .031 
(.07) 
  .027 
(.06) 
City Size   .011 
(.03) 
  -.023 
(.02) 
Constant 2.98 3.35 3.5 3.11 4.16 4.47 
Adjusted R2 .2406 .3862 .3838 .1143 .2007 .2007 
F-statistic  16.84 16.73 6.84 13.33 10.59 4.20 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 




Table B.3.14: Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test Linear Regression Models for Ali and 
Aamira, Dependent Variable: Anxiety (Prolific Sample) 
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  Description + NV 
 





















































Political Ideology     .118 
(.15) 
  -.230+ 
(.13) 
Education   .389* 
(.17) 
  .126 
(.14) 
Gender 
  Female 
   
.127 
(.31) 




  Black 
   
  Hisp/Lat 
  
  Asian 
   
  Other 


















Income   .088 
(.07) 
  -.049 
(.08) 
National Identity   -.046 
(.16) 
  .022 
(.15) 
City Size   .070 
(.07) 
  .091 
(.06) 
Constant 6.21 3.05 1.10 6.45 3.74 3.93 
Adjusted R2 .1734 .3293 .3569 .1147 .1901 .2069 
F-statistic  11.49 15.73 6.55 13.38 12.21 4.56 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 







Table B.3.15: Study 1 Vignette Manipulation Test Linear Regression Models for Ali and 
Aamira, Dependent Variable: Neighbor (Prolific Sample) 
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  Description + 
NV 
 























































Political Ideology     -.259 
(.18) 
  -.405* 
(.18) 
Education   -.156 
(.22) 
  -.112 
(.195) 
Gender 
  Female 
   
-.516 
(.38) 




  Black 
   
  Hisp/Lat 
  
  Asian 
   
  Other 


















Income   -.082 
(.09) 
  .072 
(.102) 
National Identity   -.460* 
(.20) 
  .070 
(.20) 
City Size   .144+ 
(.08) 
  -.028 
(.08) 
Constant 9.30 13.28 16.54 8.85 12.24 13.41 
Adjusted R2 .1887 .3946 .4387 .0557 .2069 .2024 
F-statistic  12.63 17.29 8.33 6.64 10.97 4.23 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 







APPENDIX C: REVISED VIGNETTE STRUCTURE USED IN STUDY 2 
 
Table C.3.1: Study 2 Revised Vignette Structure (Ali – Only) 
Ali – Neutral (New Vignette) 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow.  
 
Ali lives in the United States in a medium sized city. He is married and he and his wife have 
a daughter and a son. He likes to take his family for picnics on the weekends and to swim at 
swimming pools in the summer. He enjoys American baseball and wears a baseball cap when 
he goes to games. He would like to travel to see more of the United States when he can.   
 
Ali – Descriptive + Normative Violation 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and very 
traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the rules 
and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based government and 
system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a niqab that covers 
her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will wear a burka and a 
niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict what 
is described, then answer the questions that follow. 
 
It is a summer day and you are at the local swimming pool. Ali and his family are also there. 
Ali and his son and daughter are wearing bathing suits underneath T-shirts while swimming 
in the pool. His wife occasionally joins them in the water wearing her full burka and niqab 
body coverings.  
 
Ali – Descriptive + Normative Violation Hot  
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and very 
traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the rules 
and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based government and 
system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a niqab that covers 
her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will wear a burka and a 
niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict what 
is described, then answer the questions that follow. 
 
It is an extremely hot summer day and you are at the local swimming pool. Ali and his family 
are also there. Ali and his son and daughter are wearing bathing suits underneath T-shirts 
while swimming in the pool. His wife occasionally joins them in the water wearing her full 






Table C.3.2: Study 2 Final Vignette Structure (Ali – Only) 
Ali – Neutral (New Vignette) 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow.  
 
Ali lives in the United States in a medium sized city. He is married and he and his wife 
have a daughter and a son. He likes to take his family for picnics on the weekends and to 
swim at swimming pools in the summer. He enjoys American baseball and wears a 
baseball cap when he goes to games. He would like to travel to see more of the United 
States when he can.   
 
Ali – Descriptive + Normative Violation 
Please carefully read the following paragraph and then answer the questions that follow. 
 
Ali is an immigrant. He comes from a Middle Eastern country where a conservative and 
very traditional sect of Islam is widely practiced. He devoutly follows and conforms to the 
rules and traditions of his religion. He sees no problem with a religiously based 
government and system of law. He has a daughter and a son. His wife wears a burka with a 
niqab that covers her entire body and face when she leaves the house. His daughter will 
wear a burka and a niqab when she is of the proper age to do so.  
 
Please imagine that you are in this scenario and view the following images that depict 
what is described, then answer the questions that follow. 
 
It is a summer day and you are at the local swimming pool. Ali and his family are also 
there. Ali and his son and daughter are wearing bathing suits underneath T-shirts while 
swimming in the pool. His wife occasionally joins them in the water wearing her full burka 
























Appendix D: Value Items and Codes 
 



























APPENDIX E: LIKE MEASURES AND BEHAVIORAL INTENTION 
MEASURES FOR STUDY 2 (PROLIFIC SAMPLE) 
  
Table E.3.1: Like Measure Items 
Ali  
1. “I think that Ali and his family could have a lot in common with me”  
2. “There are aspects of Ali’s personality that I dislike”   
3. “I think that Ali exhibits good judgment” 
4. “I think that future interactions with Ali would be undesirable”  
5. “I would like to get to know Ali and his family better” 
6. “I think Ali could be a friend of mine” 
7. “It would be difficult to meet and talk with Ali” 
8. “Ali just wouldn’t fit in to my circle of friends” 
9. “Ali and I could never establish a personal friendship with each other” 
10. “I would like to have a friendly chat with Ali to get to know more about his 
lifestyle and beliefs” 
11. “I have cold feelings about Ali and his family” 
12. “I think that I would not like Ali as a person” 
13. “Ali is probably unfair toward others” 
14. “Ali seems like a loyal sort of person”  
15. “I respect Ali” 
16. “Ali deserves admiration”  
17. “Ali should not serve as an example to others” 
18. “I think I would like Ali” 
 
Like/Dislike Index Scale 





















Table E.3.2: Behavioral Index Questions 
Ali Vignette 
1. “Would you be polite to Ali if he was next to you in line at the supermarket?” 
 
2. “Would you let Ali go in front of you in line at the supermarket if you arrived at 
the checkout stand slightly before he did with a full cart of groceries while he only 
had one item?” 
 
3. “If Ali asked you for directions to a local store, would you give him directions?” 
 
4. “If Ali sat down next to you on a public bench at the local mall would you be 
able to sit by him?” 
 
5. “Would you smile at Ali if he was the salesperson scanning your items at the 
supermarket?” 
 
6. “Would you partner with Ali on a work or community based project?” 
 
7. “Would you consent to having Ali’s desk next to yours at your job?” 
 
8. “Would you feel comfortable having Ali as your next-door neighbor?” 
 
9. “Would you socialize with Ali at a social function?” 
 
10. “Would you listen to Ali explain his beliefs about life?” 
 
11. “Would you invite Ali as a guest to your home” 
 
12. “Could you be friends with Ali?” 
 
13. “Would you invite Ali and his family to a summer BBQ in your 
neighborhood?” 















APPENDIX F: MEDIATION REGRESSIONS WITH AND WITHOUT 
INTERACTIONS  
 
Figure F.3.1: Political Ideology Interaction With Vignettes on Liking 
 
Note: Political ideology interaction with vignettes regressed on liking with set of five controls. 
The graph shows that in the neutral vignette group, there is no difference on liking between 
liberals and conservatives. In the normative violation vignette group, there is a significantly large 





















Figure F.3.2: Political Ideology Interaction With Vignettes on Behavior 
 
Note: Political ideology interaction with vignettes regressed on behavior with set of five controls. 
The graph shows that there are differences in base behavioral intentions (neutral group) between 
liberals and conservatives with conservatives scoring lower (.8973 - .6836 = .2137). The 
difference is much wider in the normative violation group with conservatives scoring point .2167 























Table F.3.1: Linear Regression Models Examining Mediation of Liking Between Values 
and Behavior 
























































































































































































Constant .682*** .708*** 
(.07) 
.515*** .552*** .360*** .356*** 
Adjusted R2 .2716 .2825 .3023 .3205 .6096 .6355 
F-statistic  17.03 13.69 19.63 16.21 87.34 52.89 
Note: Numbers in table are regression coefficients, standard errors are included in parentheses. 
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